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This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 1s not intended, nor should it be
used, as a local planning document by potentially affected communities. The
facility locations and transportation scenarios described in this EIS repre-
sent assumptions that were made as a basis for identifying characteristic
activities and any resulting environmental effects. These assumptions do not
represent a Minerals Management Service recommendation, preference, or en-
dorsement of any facility, site, or development plan. Local control of events
may be exercised through planning, zoning, land ownership, and applicable
State and local laws and regulations. ' ‘ -

For further information regarding this environmental impact.statement,
contact:

Ray Emerson or Richard H. Miller

Laura Yoesting ' MMS (644) USDOI

MMS, Alaska OCS Region 18th and C Streets, NW
949 East 36th Avenue Washington, D.C. 20240
Anchorage, AK 99508-4302 202-343-6264

907-261-4080

For additional copies of this environmental impact statement, please contact
the MMS Alaska OCS Region Library at 907-261-4435.
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V. REVIEW AND ANALYSIS OF COMMENTS RECEIVED

During the DEIS comment peridd} comments and testimony were received from a
diverse group of -individuals; groups; organizations; companies; and local,
State, and Federal agencies. Comments ranged from support of the EIS and the
proposal to support of various deferral alternatives to postponement or
withdrawal of the proposal, and to requests for revision of the EIS.

Letters were received from 10 Federal agencies, 2 State agencies, 1 local
government, 6 oil- and gas-related firms, 1 special-interest group, 1 environ-
mental organization, and 1 individual. Public hearings were held in Barrow,
Wainwright, Point Lay, Point Hope, and Anchorage, with a total of 34 people
testifying.

Major concerns of those commenting were mitigating measures; deferral alter-
natives; effects on the Chukchi polynya and the spring migration of the
bowhead whale; adequacy of the database in the sale area; oil-spill-cleanup
technology; development scenarios; the oil-spill-risk analysis; analysis of
effects on biological rescurces; and effects on subsistence.

This volume contains reproductions of all letters received in comment to the
DEIS and substantive excerpts from oral testimony given during the five public
hearings. Specific comments are bracketed, and responses follow the comments.

Approximately 560 individual comments received a response. Where comments
warranted changes in the text of the EIS or presented new, substantive
information, the EIS was revised accordingly. Reference to the revised
sections is made in the responses to specific comments. '

The following list identifies portions of the text where substantial changes
have been made.

--A seasonal drilling restriction for the protection of bowhead whales has
been evaluated in Section II.H.2. Three other mitigating measures regarding
endangered whales have also been evaluated (see Sec. II.H.2).

--The effects of onshore-pipeline spills have been analyzed in Section IV.

--The air quality analysis has been changed to reflect revised EIS definitions
of effect levels.

~--The information on Major Projects Considered in Cumulative-Effects
Assessment (Sec. IV.A) has been revised and updated.

~--An updated description of the Red Dog Mine Project is included in Appendix G
(Major Projects Considered in Cumulative-Effects Assessment).

-~A new section (IV.B.7.a(3)) has been added to the endangered species
analysis to address the Chukchi polynya and, specifically, the effects on
the bowhead whale spring migration.

--The worst-case analysis on bowhead whales has been revised to analyze the
effects of a worst-case situation during the spring migration.
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--Appendix H (Alternative Energy Sources as an Alternative to the OCS Program)
has been updated and expanded.

A. Letter Comments and Responses

The following section presents reproductions of all letters received during
the DEIS comment period. Specific comments in each letter are bracketed and
numbered, and MMS responses follow the comments.

Federal Agencies

Department of Defense - Department of the Army

Department of the Interior - Bureau of Indian Affairs

Department of the Interior - Bureau of Mines

Department of the Interior - Fish and Wildlife Service

Department of the Interior - Geological Survey

Department of the Interior - National Park Service

Department of Transportation - Research and Special Programs Administration
Environmental Protection Agency

Marine Mammal Commission

Department of Commerce - National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

State and Local Government

State of Alaska - Office of the Governor
North Slope Borough
City of Wainwright

Industry

Alaska 0il and Gas Association
ARCO Alaska, Inc.

Chevron U.S.A., Inc.

Conoco, Inc.

Standard Alaska Production Company
Texaco USA

Other Organizations and Individuals

Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission
Natural Resources Defense Council and Trustees for Alaska
J.L. Mohr
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
US. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, ALASKA
£.0.80X 898
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 996506-0696

‘ Arrerion or: 08 MAY 1987
Regulatory Branch
Special Actions Section

Mr. Ray Emerson

Minerals Management Service
Alaska OCS Region

949 East 36th Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99508-4302

Dear Mr. Emerson:

This letter is written with regard to the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) concerning the proposed Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 109. The
DEIS was prepared by the Minerals Management Service, United States (U.S.)
Department of the Interior, Alaska Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) Region,
Anchorage, Alaska, March 1987.

The following comments are offered with regard to the proposed sale:

a. The Corps of Engineers, under 33 CFR 330.5(a)(8) (Englosufe), has
issued a Nationwide permit (NWP) for structures associated with oil and
gas development on the 0CS. The NWP authorizes:

Structures for the exploration, production, and transportation of oil,
gas, and minerals on the OCS within areas leased for such purposes by the
Department of the Interior, Minerals Management Service, provided tQOse
structures are not placed within the 1imits of any designated shipping
safety fairway or traffic separation scheme [where such limits_have no@
been designated or where changes are anticipated, district engineers will
consider recommending the discretionary authority provided by 330.8 of
this Part, and further subject to the provisions of the fairway
regulations in 33 CFR 322.5(1)].

With regard to designated shipping safety fairways and traffic
separation schemes, no designated shipping safety fairways or traffic
separation schemes exist within the area of proposed sale and none are
anticipated at this time.

In addition, the following regional condition has been added to the
above noted NWP:

Placement of causeways, gravel islands, pipeljnes and other support
structures in State waters, or in waters of judicially disputed ownership,
are not authorized under this NWP.
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In the event that the above noted types of work are proposed as part
of the exploration, development, or production of areas within the
proposed sale, an individual Department of the Army permit would be
required prior to their implementation.

b. Subject to Section 10 of the River and Harbor Act of 1899, the
Corps has regulatory authority over navigable waters of the U.S. Among
the waters included within navigable waters of the U.S. are the
territorial seas, all ocean and coastal waters within a zone three
geographic (nautical) miles seaward from the baseline. {The baseline is
defined as the line on the shore reached by ordinary low tides of the open
sea.) In addition, the shoreward 1imit of jurisdiction of navigable
waters in coastal areas extends to the line on the shore reached by the
plane of mean high water. See 33 CFR 329 for a complete discussion of
navigable waters of the U.S. Further, the Corps has jurisdiction over
waters of the U.S. Among the waters of the U.S. are the territorial seas.

As indicated, NWP 8 concerns activities within the area extending from
the seaward Timit of the territorial seas to the seaward limit of the
0CS. Within the territorial seas, however, the NWP does not apply. Anm
individual Department of the Army permit would be required for work within
the territorial seas. In these waters, structures and/or work in or
affecting navigable waters of the U.S. would be subject to Section 10 of
the River and Harbor Act of 1899. Discharges of dredged or fill material
into waters of the U.S., including wetlands, would be subject to Section
404 of the Clean Water Act.

c. With regard to the DEIS, recent conversation with members of your
staff indicates that the generalized nature of impact discussions within
the DEIS is due to the uncertainties of size and location of reserves
within the sale area. Further, the DEIS, from the Service's perspective,
is designed to address activities associated with the lease sale
and exploratory phase of the program only; it is not designed to address
activities and impacts associated with development and production. Upon
completion of the exploratory phase, a second Environmental Impact
Statement would be prepared.

Should exploration indicate recoverable reserves of oil and gas, this
office also anticipates that a permit would be required for work
associated with the development and production phases of the project. It
also anticipates that preparation of EIS would be required as part of the
permit application review process. As such, the party/parties involved in
development of the sale area, including planning and selection of
alternative sites of off-shore and onshore support facilities, pipelines,
and other work subject to Federal jurisdiction, should contact the Corps
as early as possible in planning the development phase. This will allow
sufficient time for permit application review and scoping of issues in
advance of EIS preparation.
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Further, future environmental documentation should include expanded
discussion of anticipated environmental impacts of proposed activities on
all areas subject to Federal jurisdiction. These include, in addition to
oceanic, coastal, and navigable waters, all other waters of the U.S.,
including wetlands.

d. Upon completion of the lease sale, the Corps should be informed,
by the lessee, of all activities proposed during the exploratory phase to
assure that they are subject to the above noted Nationwide permit.

e. DEIS review of the anticipated impacts of exploration,
development, and production within the Chukchi Sea indicates that adverse
environmental impacts, including adverse impdcts to marine mammals, birds,
kelp beds, areas of special biological sensitivity, endangered species,
subsistence-harvest patterns, and other considerations, greatly increase
as development activities approach the near-shore and shore areas. In
addition, the location of reserves at the high end of the range of
expected find would further increase the significance of adverse impacts.
As 3 result of these findings, and of the unknowns associated with 0il and
gas exploration, including unanticipated oil spills, fires, and other
unforeseen events, this office recommends, at this time, if resource
extraction is to occur in the Chukchi Sea, that Alternative VI, the
Coastal Deferral Alternative, be considered the environmentally preferred
alternative.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Chukchi Sea Lease Sale
109 DEIS. Should you have any further questions regarding the Corps of
Engineers' jurisdiction or involvement in the above matter, please contact
Mr. Jeffrey Steen at (907) 753-2724.

Sincerely,

Larry L 23 Rﬁr

Chief, Special Actions Section
Regulatory Branch

US Army Carps Dare: —  emoer 23, 19

Public Notice

of Engineers lgentification No.

Alaska Cistnict v .
Regulatory Functisns 3ranch M reply refer to above identitication Number

Poucn 398
Anchorige, Aliska 99506

Special Puplic Notice 34-1

Proposed Regional Conditioning of Nationwide Permit 33 CFR 330.5(a)(8)

This Public Notice is to inform the general public of a proposed
notification requirement associated with the Corps of Engineers nationwide
permit which authorizes oil and gas related structures onm the aouter.
continental shelf. The subject nationwide permit, as described in 33 CFR
330.5(a)(8), authorizes structures for the exploration, production, and
transport of oil, gas and minerals on the outer continental shelf within
areas leased for such purposes by the Department of the Interior.

The District Engineer, Alaska District Corps of Engineers (Corps) intends
to recommend regional conditioning of this nationwide permit, per 33 CFR
330.7{a) as follows:

"At least 30 days prior to initiation of any activity regulated
under this nationwide permit, the permittee must send copies of
project plans showing: size, location, and identification mark ings
of the proposed structure/s to the following agencies:

Minerals Management Service Director, Defense Mapping Agency
Field Operations Office Hydralagic Center

949 E. 36th Avenue, Room 110 ATTN:  Code AS12

Anchorage, Alaska 99508-4302 WAshington, 0.C. 20390
Commander, Director, National Qcean Survey
17tn Coast Guard District (m) NOAA, Depar:iment of Commerce
Post Office Box 3-500 Rockville, Maryland 20852

Juneau, Alaska 99802

Assistant Secretary of Defense

(Manpower, Resarve Affairs and Logistics)
ASD [MRAZL(I)]

Washington, 0.C. 20301

A copy of the transmittal letter to these agencies must also be sent

to the Ciief, Compliance Section, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Alaska
Oistrict, Post Offica 3ox 898, Anchorage, Alaska‘ 99506-0898."

Once this notification requirement has been accomplished, the nationwide
permit would be in effect. This proposed notification procedure is not to
secure appraval from the five listed agencies, but to allow for review
under their specific areas of jurisdiction, particularly for impacts to
navigation- ang national security. The advance notice to these agencies
will allow them to make comments to the Corps before structures are placed
that could impair either of these two specific areas of concern. Other
types of aporavals may be required from thase agencies but not as a
procass of the Corps' nationwide permit.

Oie&s: /té*‘e 5:/0’ /Ssvienace C*L 7%:5 ’O-‘LJ/" 4/1"%5<'Q '//&e ¢=C’;/r‘(':_$<’_s lgee

bererr u,::(‘a?‘ed‘ @l charsers ncluclet’ o Scue, (/fprv/ (.71’7) (a Q
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DATE

REPLY TO
ATTNOF
SUBIECT:

To:

“INITED STATES GOVERNMENT

memorandum

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS
JUNEAU AREA OFFICE

April 30, 1987
Area Director, Juneau Area

Chuckchi Sea Sale 109 DEIS

Regional Director, Alaska OCS Region, Minerals Management Service

The Bureau of Indian Affairs has reviewed the subject document and offer the
following comments.

Associated with Sale 109 are two primary areas of concern to the Bureau.
These are impacts to subsistence uses and resources, and the minimal Native
hire opportunities predicted with implementing this sale. The Bureau also
recommends the selection of Alternative VI, the Coastal Deferral Alternative,
for reasons outlined herein.

Overall, the document is very comprehensive and builds on the impact analysis
for Sales 97, 107, 1987-1992, and other leases. Some specific items that need
to be addressed in more detail are:

In the summaries of cumulative effects, such as Table S-1, the alternatives |
are compared on the basis of minor, moderate, and major impact ratings. This
kind of analysis does serve a useful purpose for general comparisons; however,
it does not support the selection of Alternative I. Given the huge amount of
specific information presented on resource values, oil spill risks, cumulative
impacts, and the ANILCA Selection 810 evaluation, a more specific comparison
of impacts for the alternatives is warranted. On the basis of the information
presented, we do not believe that the selection of Alternative I is justified
in the analysis.

More specifically, the summary on page IV-B-91 indicates the effects of Sale
109 on the economy of the North Slope Borough (NSB) region will be negligible.
This fact, coupled with trade-offs resulting from cumulative impacts and other
irreversible commitments, indicates that the indigenous people of the area
have very little to gain and potentially very much to lose based on the
analysis.

The environmental consequences section for Alternative I (proposed) devotes
142 pages to the effects analysis. However, only 36 pages are dedicated to
consequences of implementing the other five alternatives in total. This is an
indication that none of the other alternatives will be given serious consider-
ation.

The comparison of effects for all alternatives in Section IV, including the
Section 810 BEvaluation, indicates the impacts are often the same for all
alternatives, either minor, moderate, or major. There are obviously degrees
of difference between any one of these ratings, i.e., low moderate v. high
moderate; one being closer to minor and the other being closer to major. With
this in mind, the Bureau is inclined to believe that impacts to subsistence
uses and resources, and sociocultural systems are substantially less in Alter-
native VI than in Alternative I.

OPTIONAL FORM NO 10
REV 1-80 .
GSAFPMR . 41CFR.101-11 ¢
3010-114

IS aEAD otea

BIA-1

Regional Director, Minerals Management Service
Page Two

April 30, 1987

—_
The discussion on employment (III-39 and IV-B-90) indicates that over 99 per-
cent of oil industry jobs are held by workers outside the region. This is in-
compatible with a pressing need for increased Native employment in a region
faced with declining revenues, expenditures, and capital improvement projects.
It is stated on III-40 "Employment of Native residents in the petroleum indus-
try is expected to rise quickly between 1985 and 1990 and to peak at 92 em-
ployed during 1992" and "After 1992, Native employment would be constrained by
industry's demand for labor (ability and willingness to offer industry-employ-
ment opportunities to Natives)." The figure of 92 seems minute in comparison
to a 1985 KSB population of 8,308 and regional work force of 2,633, and an es-
timated peak employment of 0il industry jobs in 1998 of 4,887. One reason for
this disparity in local hire is perhaps somewhat clarified by the last sen-
tence on IV-B-91 which in part reads "...jobs will depend on whether the in-
dustry modifies its staffing policies to emphasize more local hire." The
Bureau would interpret this to mean that there is a need for industry to mod-
ify staffing policies to actively recruit, train, and employ Natives in the
eight communities which will be impacted by the exploration and development of

the area.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment and look forward to & Final Impact
Statement which better addresaes the above concerms.

Jake Lestenkof

BIA-2
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Response BIA-1

For the most part, the effects of the proposed action (Alternative 1) on
biological resources would be low; thus, the deferral alternatives offer a
limited change in effects levels (i.e., the decreases in effect are not
significant enough to change the level of effect from MINOR to NEGLIGIBLE).
However, the deferral alternatives provide some selected environmental advan-
tages that are considered in Sections IV.C through IV.G and summarized in
Table II-14 {(Comparison of Effects of Proposal, Cumulative Case, and
Alternatives).

Similar effect levels have been assessed for both the proposed action and the
alternatives because:

1. The deferred areas under Alternatives IV, V, and VI include major portions
of the nearshore area that are estimated to contain insignificant quantities
of oil and, thus, provide little change in the amount of oil-spill risk.

2. Even when an oil spill is assumed to occur in the proposed deferral areas,
the oceanographic and meteorologic conditions would transport an oil spill
primarily offshore, away from the coastal areas in a northwesterly direction,
including any oil spilled in a lead.

3. Assuming that an oil spill occurred and made contact with a target area or
biological resource, effect levels are expected to be low because of the
extent of regional populations and recovery times.

4. The transportation scenario for the proposal assumes that onshore oil
would be piped from offshore locations to a single landfall site at Point
Belcher; therefore, even if Alternative IV, V, or VI is assumed, effects from
the transportation scenario associated with the proposal would still occur.
Correspondingly, any reduction in the number of oil spills in the deferral
area is limited by potential pipeline spills associated with the transport of
oil from outside the deferral area to Point Belcher. The selection of Point
Belcher as a landfall for the proposed action was based on discussions with
industry and the report of the National Petroleum Council (1981). The AOGA
has since suggested that pipelines be brought onshore at the nearest landfall
site (see Response AOGA-7). Nevertheless, the present MMS scenario, which
assumes offshore pipelines to Point Belcher, represents a greater potential
for effects from the proposal on biological resources. Effects on these
resources would still, for the most part, be MINOR.

In spite of these factors, the deferral alternatives offer some environmental
and subsistence advantages that are listed in the text (Secs. IV.E through
IV.G) and in Table II-14.

The benefits of the deferral alternatives, which will be presented to the
Secretary of the Interior in the Secretarial Issue Document, are summarized as
follows:

Eastern Deferral Alternative: Under Alternative IV, air quality of the
shoreline north of Naokok Pass would be more protected from offshore emissions
because these emissions would be at least 29 kilometers offshore. Deliberate

discharges would not affect water quality in the deferral area. Alternative
IV would have localized beneficial effects for the residents of Point Lay by
reducing noise and traffic disturbance to beluga whales. This also would
reduce the effects of noise and traffic disturbance on Point Lay's subsistence
harvest of beluga whales from MODERATE to MINOR. Effects from noise and
traffic disturbance also would be reduced on Wainwright's bowhead and beluga
whale-subsistence harvests as well as Barrow's beluga harvest in Peard Bay.
Slight reductions in disturbance of subsistence harvests of other marine
mammals, birds, and marine fishes would also occur. However, the level of
effects on subsistence harvests remains MAJOR due to construction activities
associated with the proposed landfall and shorebase facilities at Point
Belcher. 0il-spill, disturbance, and habitat-alteration effects on spotted
seals and beluga whales could be locally reduced near Peard Bay and Kasegaluk
Lagoon. Potential disturbance of birds from air and boat traffic moving along
the coast may be substantially reduced in the important Kasegaluk Lagoon and
Peard Bay feeding, molting, and nesting habitats, thereby reducing local
disturbance of several thousand birds. Removal of drilling discharges and
platform-construction activities in the area would reduce the potential for
adverse effects on the kelp-bed communities and would slightly benefit fish.

Southern Deferral Alternative: The air quality of the shoreline west of Cape
Sabine would be more protected from offshore emissions under Alternative V
because such emissions would be at least 29 kilometers offshore. This alter-
native would have localized benefits for water quality by eliminating the
possibilities of spills and deliberate discharges occurring within the defer-
ral area. Slight reductions in effects on fishes would result from elimina-
tion of drilling discharges and platform-construction activities within the
deferred area, although the overall level of effect remains the same as for
the proposal. It could reduce platform- and pipeline-spill effects on the
Cape Lisburne and Cape Lewis seabird populations. The combined effects of oil
spills, disturbance, and habitat changes on marine mammals could be reduced
somewhat in the Point Hope/Cape Sabine coastal area. Effects from noise and
traffic disturbance also would be reduced on Point Hope's bowhead and beluga
whale-subsistence harvests. Slight reductions in disturbance of subsistence
harvests of other marine mammals, birds, and marine fishes also would occur.
However, the effect level on subsistence harvests remains MAJOR due to con-
struction activities associated with the proposed landfall and shorebase
facilities at Point Belcher.

Coastal Deferral Alternative: The localized benefits of Alternative VI
include the following:

The magnitude and rates of air-pollutant emissions would be lower than those
for the proposal and would occur at least 41 kilometers from shore. Effects
on water quality would be slightly lower than those for the proposal because
platform spills and deliberate discharges would not occur in the deferred
area. .

Elimination of drilling discharges arid platform-construction activities from
nearshore waters under this deferral alternative reduces potential effects of
these activities on kelp beds and invertebrates. Although the extent of
localized effects is reduced, the level of effect is expected to remain MINOR,




the same as for the proposal. The probability that oil spills would contact
areas of particular concern for marine plants and invertebrates declines only
slightly under this deferral alternative.

Slight reductions in effects on fishes would result from decreased drilling
discharges and platform-construction activities in nearshore waters.

This alternative would defer exploration and production from the coastal
habitat of over a million marine and coastal birds. It also would remove the
potential for exploration and production activities within most of the
spring-migration corridor used by pinnipeds and beluga whales and could reduce
local effects on walruses and spotted seals.

Overall, endangered whales would be somewhat less likely under this alterna-
tive to be contacted by oil. No exploratory-drilling sites or production
platforms would be located within the bowhead whale spring-migration corridor
and coastal area heavily used for gray whale feeding, resulting in a slight
decrease in noise-producing activities.

This alternative would remove the possibility of exploration or production
occurring within the subsistence-hunting area, which would decrease noise from
boats and seismic and traffic disturbance as well as eliminate the presence of
platforms in the deferred area. Bowhead and beluga whales are the subsistence
species most affected by noise and traffic disturbance and thus are the
harvests that may be affected by this alternative. However, icebreakers could
still be in the area and could cause disturbance to bowheads and thus curtail
or reduce the bowhead harvest. If it were a short whaling season, noise and
traffic disturbance of Point Lay's beluga whale harvest would be reduced from
MODERATE to MINOR under this alternative; and noise and traffic disturbance of
Barrow's and Point Hope's beluga harvest would be reduced from MINOR to
NEGLIGIBLE.

Response BIA-2

Petroleum-industry employment opportunities for local residents were projected
on the basis of industry's current hiring practices. Unless these practices
change (probably in response to increased training of local residents), the
number of residents likely to be hired will continue to be relatively modest.



United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF MINES

Alaska Field Operations Center
201 E. 9th, Avenue
Suite 101
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

April 15, 1987

T0 : Regional Director, Minerals Management Service
Alaska Region, 949 E. 36th Ave., Anchorage, Alaska

FROM : Donald P, Blasko, Chief
Alaska Field Operations Center, Anchorage, Alaska

SUBJECT : Review of Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Proposed
Chukchf Sea Lease Sale 109 prepared by Minerals Management
Service, Alaska OCS Region, March 1987 (MMS 87-0009).

An infrastructure which might result from activities of the Proposed

Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 109 would have an effect on the development of BOM-1
the extensive coal deposits, sand and gravel deposits, and the mineral

deposits within the northwestern portion of Alaska. ‘

Coal deposits are located along the northwest coast of Alaska
including the area from Point Hope to Point Barrow. These coals occur
in the Northern Alaska Coal Field and range from subbituminous in the
northern portion to bituminous in the southern portion. (Refer to

R. D. Merritt's Map of Alaska's Coal Resources, St. AK., DGGS, Spec.
Rept. 37, 1986.)

Historically coal mining has occurred all along the northwest coast of
Alaska, beginning with the discovery of coal at Cape Beaufort in

1826. Known coal mines include those at Wainwright, Kuk River, Cape
Dyer, Corwin Mine and Bluff, Kukpuk River, Thetis Mine, and Cape .
sabine, to name a few. Most of the coal mined from these deposits was
used by ocean-going steamships, and for local home heating.

Transportation of the mined coal was limited to shallow draft ships
and small boats.  These limitations have kept the development of
Alaska's northwest coal deposits to a minimum mainly home dwellers in
those areas within close proximity of the deposits.

Presently the State of Alaska is conducting studies for the use of
coal not only for home heating, but also for electrical generation in
the communities of northern and interior Alaska. One such study
involves the Deadfall Syncline coal deposit located 31 km. northeast
of Cape Beaufort. Such communities as Wainwright, Point Hope, and
Barrow, to name just a few, could become users of this coal.

Any developments involving road construction along the coastline of
northwestern Alaska will increase the potential for coal mining to
meet the local community needs. At present, coal development is
restricted due to lack of roadways needed for the transportation of
coal to the Tocal communities.

Development of a roadway infrastructure in northwestern Alaska would
also open up those potential sand and gravel deposits located along
the major rivers, coastal waters, intertidal areas, and the barrier
islands and spits. These sand and gravel deposits could be
extensively used in the development of the Chukchi Sea oil and gas
deposits, and for local community construction needs.

Also affected would be the development of mineral deposits located in
northwestern Alaska, including the Red Dog Mine and the Lik deposit.
Other mineral deposits in the DelLong Mountain area could become
economically feasible if a transportation network was in place.

Thus, the Proposed Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 109, could have a dramatic
effect on the development of Alaska's natural resources in the
northwestern section of the state. It would open that portion of the
state to the development of it's vast coal deposits, sand and gravel
deposits, and mineral deposits.

T bl P B ks

Donald P, Blasko
Chief, AFOC

DPB/ap

Response BOM-1

Potential linkages between Sale 109 and other resource development in the area
are discussed in the cumulative analyses (Sec. IV) of the EIS. Projects
incorporated in this analysis include the potential coal development in the
vicinity of Cape Beaufort (the Deadfall Syncline coal deposit), mining from
the Red Dog Mine, and potential mining from the Lik deposit. Potential
linkages of infrastructure are identified specifically in the scenario for the
high~resource case (Appendix C).

The potential for developing sand and gravel resources in the area is
addressed only from the perspective that such resources will be needed for the
development that is hypothesized for Sale 109. The potential for developing
sand and gravel resources. for export markets is considered unlikely.




United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

IN REPLY ARFER TO:

PAIRBANKS FISH AND WILDLIFE ENHANCEMENT OFFICE
ECOLOGICAL SERVICES/ENDANGERED SPECIES BRANCH
Room 222, Federal Building, Box 20
101 12th Avenue
Fairbanks, Alaska 99701-6267
May 7, 1987

Regional Director

Minerals Management Service, Alaska Region
949 East 36th Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 99508-4302

Attention: Laura Yoesting

Re: Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 109

Dear Ms. Yoesting:

We appreciate the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed 1988 Outer Continental
Shelf 011 and Gas Lease Sale 109, Chukchi Sea. Unfortunately, due
to funding and personnel limitations, we can only offer a cursory
review of this document at this time. .

We would like to call your attention to some inaccuracies and 7
omissions, particularly in the cvumulative effects assessment. The
proposed State of Alaska Lease Sales, as depicted in Graphic 3, are
inaccurate according to the State's current 5~year lease sale plan.
We have previously called your attention to these inaccuracies in
our comments on the DEIS for Beaufort Sea Sale 97. Also, since
Beaufort Sea Sale 97 is being considered almost concurrently with FWS-1
Chukchi Sea Sale 109, the proposed pipeline routes and

transportation corridors for Beaufort Sea Sale 97 should be included
in the cumulative impacts assessment for the Chukchi Sea Sale, and
their locations should be depicted on Graphic 3. The potential
combined cumulative effects of both lease sales should be considered
since they will be offered in the same year and in the same region.

In addition, we note that the Beaufort Sea Sale 97 DEIS discussed a |
proposed pipeline from Pt. Belcher across the southern portion of
National Petroleum Reserve — Alaska (NPR-A) to the Trans-Alaska
Pipeline (TAPS) Pump Station 3, while the Chukchi Sea Sale 109 DEIS
proposes a pipeline from Pt. Belcher to the TAPS Pump Station 2. It
seemas unlikely that two different pipeline routes would be needed FWS-2
from Pt. Belcher to the TAPS. However, if separate pipelines are
proposed, the two route locations should be depicted on Graphic 3
and the cumulative effects of the two pipelines should be
discussed. In any case, the Chukchi Sea DEIS is deficient in its
discussion of the environmental effects resulting from the:

construction of the 640 km pipeline and associated roads, support
camps, and gravel sources. As stated in our comments on the
Beaufort Sea Sale 97 DEIS, it is probably unrealistic to assume that
this road would remaln permanently closed to the public.

Significant secondary impacts to fish and wildlife resources are
likely to occur from opening the road to the public.

The overall impact assessment approach used in this DEIS, as well aﬂ
in previous DEIS's for 0CS oil and gas lease sales, can be
misleading in that potential "MAJOR™ impacts are apparently diluted
by being averaged over a large area, or with other lesser effects.
For example, the DEIS mentions several "MAJOR™ potential effects on
the regional populations of various bird species (murres, auklets,
snow geese, brant) in the cumulative effects analysis (pp. IV-B-46
to 49), yet the conclusion states that the cumulative effects will
be "MODERATE".

We appreciate the opportunity to review this DEIS, and regret that
we are unable to give this document the full review it deserves at
this time. We look forward to future opportunities to provide
suggestions and input on this proposed lease sale. If you have any
questions regarding our comments, please contact Kate Moitoret at
456-0209.

Sincerely,

Tony Bboth
Acting Field Supervisor

cc: Director, MMS, Washington, D.C.
Ron Lambertson, Assistant Director, FWS-FWE, Washington, D.C.
Peter Escherich, Branch of Puv. Coord., FWS, Washington, D.C.
Paul Gates, DOI Reg. Environmental Officer, Anchorage
Ron Morris, NMFS, Anchorage
Rich Sumner, EPA, Anchorage
John Warren, DO&G, Anchorage
Warren Matumeak, NSB, Barrow
Patty Wightman, DGC, Fairbanks
Al Ott, ADF&G, Fairbanks
Larry Dietrick, ADEC, Fairbanks
Bob Cannon, ADLWM, Pairbanks
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

FAIRBANKS FISH AND WILDLIFE ENHANCEMENT OFFICE
ECOLOGICAL SERVICES/ENDANGERED SPECIES BRANCH
Room 222, Federal Building, Box 20
101 12th Avenue
Fairbanks, Alaska 99701-6267
May 27, 1987

IN AEPLY REFER TO:

Regional Director

Minerals Management Servi¢e, Alaska Region
949 East 36th Avenue .
Anchorage, Alaska 99508-4302

Attention: Laura Yoesting

Re: Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 109

Dear Ms. Yoesting:

In a letter dated May 7, 1987, we submitted comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed 1988 Outer
Continental Shelf 041 and Gas Lease Sale 109, Chukchi Sea. Since
then, we have been apprised of additional information that may
warrant inclusion in the DEIS and consideration in proposed leasing
activities.

The proposed Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 109 is ad jacent to several umits
of the Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge, which contain
important nesting and staging areas for several species of migratory
birds. The attached map shows the locatlions of these units at Cape
Thompson and Cape Lisburne, and on the barrier islands at Kasegaluk
Lagoon, Icy Cape, and Peard Bay. Although the DEIS identifies major
seabird colonies, waterfowl and shorebird feeding, staging, and
molting areas at these locations, it does not mentiom that these
areas are portions of the Alaska Maritime NWR. Inclusion of a map
with this information in the EIS would be appropriate, since these
are areas of national interest which could potentially be affected
by the Lease Sale. The EIS should discuss the potential effects of
the proposed dredging, road, and barge facilities at Peard Bay

(p. 1I-7, last paragraph) on the adjacent National Wildlife Refuge
unit at Point Pranklin,

More detailed maps of the Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge
are in preparation, and may be obtained from the Refuge Manager, 202
West Pioneer Avenue, Homer, Alaska 99603; telephone: 235-6546.
Thank you for considering these additional comments in your EIS
preparation.

Sincerely,

Sl EE.

Paul E. Gertler
Fteld Supervisor
ec: Director, MMS, Washington, D.C.
Ron Lambertson, Assistant Director, FWS-FWE, Washington, D.C.
Peter Escherich, Branch of Eav. Coord., FWS, Washington, D.C.
Paul Gates, DOI Reg. Env. Officer, Anchorage
Ron Morris, NMFS, Anchorage
Rich Sumner, EPA, Anchorage
John Warren, DO&G, Anchorage
Warren Matumeak, NSB, Barrow
Patti Wightman, DGC, Fairbanks
Al Ott, ADF&G, Fairbanks
Larry Dietrick, ADEC, Pairbanks
Bob Cannon, ADLWM, Fairbanks
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Response FWS-1

Graphic No. 3 (Major Projects Included in the Cumulative Assessment) has been
revised to reflect the State of Alaska lease-sale schedule of January 1987.
No separate transportation corridor is hypothesized for Sale 97. The pipeline
route hypothesized for Federal O0CS Sale 97 was revised in the Sale 97 FEIS to
be consistent with the route hypothesized for Sale 109. Sale 97 is included
in Table IV-2 (Major Projects Considered in Cumulative-Effects Assessment) and
in Appendix G, which contains more complete descriptions of projects included
in Table IV-2. These projects form the basis of the cumulative-effects
assessments throughout Section IV and Appendix C.

Response FWS-2

The onshore pipeline route hypothesized in the Sale 97 EIS was revised for the
Sale 109 EIS on the basis of additional analysis of the terrain and existing-
trail systems. The route change was incorporated in the Sale 97 FEISV(USDOI,
MMS, 1987a); thus, both the Sale 97 and 109 proposals include the same hypo-
thetical onshore pipeline infrastructure from Point Belcher to TAP Pump
Station No. 2. The hypothetical scenario developed for Sale 109 in Section
IT.A describes the assumptions associated with developing a pipeline/road
system between these two sites; environmental effects in Section IV are
analyzed by resource at an appropriate level.

Although the potential for the Sale 109 support road to become open to public
use is identified in the Section IV.B.13 summary, it is noted in Section II
that it probably would be maintained as a private road. Opening the road to
uncontrolled public access is not considered a foregone conclusion. After 10
years in operation, the Dalton Highway--a public highway--still is not open to
the public north of Chandalar, except for public tours regulated by permits.
Pump Station No. 2 is north of this point; thus, it is unlikely that the road
hypothesized for the Sale 109 scenario would be open to the general public
without extensive consideration. Moreover, it is not certain that the road
hypothesized for this scenario would be developed as a public highway. Thus,
in the event that the Sale 109 support road is developed by industry as a
private road, it is unlikely that it would be open to uncontrolled public
access.

Response FWS-3

Neither the Sale 109 EIS nor any previous MMS EIS's have included a practice
of "diluting" or averaging potential effect levels but rather have predicted
what the expected level of effect would be assuming development of the
proposal. The discussion in Section IV.B.5 (cumulative effects) mentions the
possibility of MAJOR effects on either brant, snow geese, murres, or auklets;
but the sequence of events required for this possible MAJOR effect to occur
(a large oil spill occurring and contacting habitat when the birds are concen~
trated) is an extremely remote possibility. The estimated MODERATE level of
effect on marine and coastal birds represents the likely or expected effect
level, assuming that all of the identified development projects occur.
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Response FWS-4

A statement concerning the location of Alaska Maritime National Wildlife
Refuge units was added to Section III.B.3, and these refuge units have been
identified on Graphic No. 1. The potential effects of the proposal on Alaska
Maritime National Wildlife Refuge units, such as Cape Lisburne and Icy Cape,
are covered under the analysis of effects on marine and coastal birds (Sec.
IV.B.5).

The use of Peard Bay for offloading barges is possible but considered unlikely
at this time due to potential complications with permafrost. If it were
seriously considered, approval by the Corps of Engineers would be required
before any construction could occur. Detailed, site-specific analyses could
be written by the MMS, the BLM, and/or the COE. At this level of analysis
(lease-sale stage), the effects of dredging, road, and barge facilities on
migratory-bird habitats at Peard Bay would be similar to the effects of
facility construction at Point Belcher. Disturbance of migrating birds would
be temporary during construction, and habitat effects would be local near the
facility site~-representing a MINOR effect on bird populations.
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United States Department of the Interior
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY
RESTON, VA. 22092

In Reply Refer To:
WGS-Mail Stop 423

DES 87-8 .
MAY 4 988
Memorandum
To: Regional Director, Minerals Management Service,
Anchorage, Alaska
From: Assistant Director for Engineering Geology

Subject: Review of draft environmental statement for the proposed
1988 Outer Continental Shelf 0{1 and Gas Lease Sale 109
in the Chukchi Sea, Alaska

We have reviewed the statement as requested in a memorandum of March 6
from the Director, Minerals Management Service.

The draft statement evaluates impacts of offshore oil spills and their
mitigation in some detail; however the statement should similarly
analyze potential impacts of leaks and spills from the proposed
640-kilometer pipeline to extend from Point Belcher to the Trans Alaska
Pipeline Pump Station No. 2 and should discuss possible mitigation.

The exploration and production of oil could require mining large amountsg
of gravel. The potential sources of this gravel should be identified.

The statement should discuss the environmental {mpact of gravel operations,
pipeline construction, and the related facilities such as roads, pumping

stations, and helipads.
Toai 37 S

Wi James F. Devine

Copy to: District Chief, WRD, Anchorage, Alaska

USGS-1

USGS-2

Response USGS-1

0il spills projected to occur along the onshore-pipeline route through the
NPR-A to the TAP have been compiled and added to Table II-1. The effects of
onshore-pipeline spills have been added to Section IV.B. The onshore-oil-
spill statistics upon which these spill estimates are based were developed by
the DOI specifically for the NPR-A (USDOI, BLM, 1983). There is a 69-percent
chance that a pipeline spill of greater than 239 barrels would occur in any
single year during the productive life of the proposal. Sixty percent or 13
of the 22 spills. greater than 239 barrels would occur in wetlands (see
Carufel, 1982). Only ground water in the shallow active layer--a fraction of
a meter to perhaps a few meters thick--could be contaminated by a pipeline
spill. Deeper ground water underneath the impervious permafrost would not be
at risk from oil spilled on the surface or in the active layer above the
permafrost. Pipeline spills on the North Slope along the TAP generally have
not caused serious contamination of ground water because of cleanup efforts
and the relative impermeability of .cold, wet, or frozen ground to crude oil.
On the other hand, one winter spill (nonoil industry) of fuel oil several
years ago at Barrow penetrated frozen but unsaturated gravel and is slowly
moving downslope within the active layer, threatening a lake used for
drinking-water supplies.

The MMS has no authority over an onshore pipeline and cannot stipulate special
requirements to mitigate spill damage. The USDOI does have some ability to
promote mitigation through the BLM, and the BLM would be involved in EIS
preparation and permit decisions to pipe Sale 109 oil through the NPR-A.
Because onshore mitigation techniques tend to be site-specific, discussion of
such mitigation is best left until development is being considered, when oil
is found in commercial quantities and a pipeline planned.

Response USGS-2

Because the location of a pipeline -from a landfall site to the TAP is purely
hypothetical, potential sources of gravel can be identified only generically
at this time. The text in Section I1I.A.2 has been expanded to identify the
general sources of gravel that could be used. Assumptions covering other
aspects of the hypothetical infrastructure already are included in Section
I1.A.2. Descriptions are given for the roads, pipelines, pump stations, and
helipads that are assumed. These assumptions are used in Section IV toc assess
the potential effects of hypothetical development on the environment.
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
P.0. BOX 37127
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20013-7127

IN REPLY REFER TO:

L7617(760)

Memorandum

To: Regional Director, Mimerals Management Service, Alaska Region
From: Associate Director, Planning and Development

Subject: Draft Envirommental Impact Statement (DEIS) - Proposed Quter
Continental Shelf (0CS) Oil and Gas Lease Sale 109 - Chukchi
Sea, Alaska (DES-87/8)

The National Park Service (NPS) manages four units in Northwest Alaska: Cape
Krusenstern National Monument, Noatak National Preserve, Kobuk Valley National
Park, and Bering Land Bridge National Preserve. All four units are at risk
for some impact as a result of the oil production possible under proposed
Chukchi Sea Sale 109. We believe that a map which depicts these parklands
should be included in the final EIS. Such a map appears in the General
Management Plan for Cape Krusenstern National Monument, a copy of which was
recently delivered to your EIS Coordinator Laura Yoesting.

NPS-1

Cape Krusenstern would be impacted most by this project and the proposed Hope
Basin sale. Cape Krusensteru contains world class archeological sites and was
established as a national monument by Congress to preserve these important
cultural resources as well as ", . . to protect habitat for seals and other
marine mammgls; to protect habitat for and populations of, birds and other
wildlife, and fish resources; and to protect the viability of subsistance
resources.”

The DEIS should more completely address potential impacts to onshore cultural
resources which are treated superficially compared to offshore cultural
resources. The sale could ultimately have both direct and indirect effects om
Cape Krusenstern National Historic Landmark and Archeological District
(2,300,000 acres) and to the important archeclogical values in Cape
Krusenstern National Monument (659,807 acres), as well as the Ipiutak National
Historical Landmark located at Point Hope.

NPS-2

The Northwest Alaska Transportatiom Corridor (the Red Dog Rosd) rums through
part of Cape Krusenstern National Monument on a 100-year easement owned by the
NANA Regiomal Corporation. The terms and conditions of the easement were
determined by an Act of Congress. One of the alternatives for moving oil from | NPS-3
the Chukchi Sea involves a pipeline along the road corridor. Substantial
modifications to the use of those lands, such as proposed in the DEIS, would
probably require approval by Congress.

We are concerned that following an OCS sale in the Chukchi Sea there will be a
commitment to additional and extensive supporting development in a part of
Alaska that is currrently undeveloped and supports a subsistence oriented
Native population and the wildlife on which they depend. Although the
environmental impacts of tanker routes, a North Slope pipeline and road, and a
Cape Beaufort/Kivalina pipeline and road are only lightly touched on, the
ultimate utility of the OCS sales mandates one of these actions. As noted on
page IV-A-2:

"NEPA requires that consideration be given in the EIS to the cumulative

effect "on the environment which results from the incremental impact of

the (proposed) action when added to other past, preseat and reasonably

foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or

non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions' (40CFR 1508.7)."
.

The DEIS Timetable (Table II-1) assumes pipeline comnstruction will begin in
1995—only eight years in the future. Therefore, it seems that the
cumulative envirommental impacts of those actioms should be thoroughly
addressed prior to the OCS sale.

Historically, post calving movement of caribou from the Utukok River uplands
has brought large numbers of animals into the Cape Krusenstern/Kukpuk River
area. The construction of a high-case pipeline could divert and/or exclude
caribou from a significant segment of this region.

Some discussion of the musk oxen population in the coastal area between Cape
Lisburne and Cape Krusenstern would be appropriate. At least 90 musk oxen
reside in that area. Musk oxen have been eliminated from this area of the
state, probably during the 1800's. In the 1970's the State of Alaska
reintroduced animals near Cape Thompson. The population has grown and spread
out since that time. The Alaska Department of Fish and Game and the National
Park Service are monitoring the movements of the musk oxen in this area.

Page III-37 - The Western Arctic herd of caribou ranges north from the Huslia

NPS-4

NPS-5

L

NPS-6

and Buckland Rivers (at a minimum). Some researchers consider all caribou north NPS-7

of the Yukon River as part of this herd.

Figure IV-2 - The Tanker Route which would serve the high-resource pipeline
between Cape Beaufort and Kivalina is not shown.

Figure IV-10 - If this includes the cumulative impacts it should depict the
tanker route for the Hope Basin sale.

Figure IV-13 - The oil spill retention capability of the Cape Krusenstern
Rational Monument shore is high to very high and that of the Bering Land
Bridge Preserve is medium to very high. A spill could greatly affect marine
resources, migratory birds, anadromous fish, and the lives of people dependent
ou those resources in all four NPS units. Your risk analysis, however, indi-
cates that contact with the shoreline is highly unlikely. We would like to
see the shoreline of Cape Krusenstern and the Bering Land Bridge units

treated as areas of special biological and cultural concern.

] NPS-8

] NPS-9

NPS-10
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Page IV-B~42 - Analysis of the impact of low altitude overflights on seabird T
colonies, caribou, and other wildlife does not take into account the

increased number of people who will be attracted to the sale area with
personal aircraft. Additional huating impacts and an increased non-Native
population can be anticipated. We believe that these issues should be
included in the project impact assessment.

Page IV-B-85 — Current harvest regulations for the Western Arctic Herd of
caribou are very lenient. It may be premature to state that "current

regulation of the caribou harvest should prevent overhunting." The com-
bination of an increased number of hunters, improved access, and lenient
regulations most likely could not be tolerated by the herd. N
A more detailed description of road traffic levels and seaonality is necessary
to evaluate the statement that:

“The road traffic along the Sale 109 pipeline corridor and daily aircraft
survellience (1 helicopter flight/day) of the pipeline would cause brief
flight reactions by some caribou and would temporarily delay--for perhaps
a few hours or no more that a few days——caribou movements across the
pipeline corridor. This would represent a MINOR effect on the caribou of
the Western Arctic herd.”

Until the amount of road traffic and its timing is estimated and a definite
road route laid out, it is not possible to determine the impact on wildlife.
Additionally, there is no assessment of the impact of the high-case (Cape
Beaufort/Kivalina) pipeline and road on caribou and other wildlife. .
Page IV-M-2 - Subsistence uses by residents of Kivalina should probably be T
included in the analysis of impacts because of the shipping port and the high-
case pipeline. Villagers are also dependent oo many of the migratory animals
(bowhead whale, migratory birds, and caribou) which will suffer moderate
(i.e., regional) impact under Sale 109.

Page IV-B-46 - Is the "short causeway for a ship terminal associated with the
Red Dog Mine Project" to be comstructed regardless of which pipeline route is
chosen? A better description is needed of what is proposed.

To fully comprehend the environmental impacts of oil production in the Chukchi
Sea, Wwe recommend additional assessment of the envirommental impacts of the

0il delivery system, whether by road and pipeline or by tamker, prior to
proceeding with Sale 109. =
With regard to air quality, air pollutant emissions from proposed exploration, |
development and production activities in the proposed lease sale are signifi-
cant, particularly nitrogen oxides (NOy) and volatile organic compounds
(VoCs). Based on the Minerals Management Service (MMS) emissions estimates,
air quality permits (such as Prevention of Serious Deterioration (PSD) or
State New Source Review) may be required for the activities associated with

NPS-11

NPS-12

NPS-13

NPS-14

NPS-15

NPS-16

NPS-17

the proposed lease sale. . i

The DEIS states that there is a potential for relatively high NO, con- T
centrations at the shoreline, possibly approaching the National Ambient Air
Quality Standard for that pollutant, It concludes that the effect of the
proposed lease sale on air quality is expected to be 'moderate," but this

term seems ambiguous. No air quality modeling analyses were included in the
document to better quantify the expected air quality impacts., Without
quantitative analyses, the potential air quality impact of proposed lease

sale activities on NPS units cannot be properly assessed.

There is discussion of possible acid rain impacts on terrrestrial resources,
but not of air pollutant impacts on these resources, NO, and VOCs combine in
the presence of sunlight to produced ozonme (03). Several species of trees and
other plants are semsitive to 03. We believe the final EIS should include an
identification of air pollution sensitive resources and the possible air
pollution impacts on those resources from the lease sale activities.

NOy and sulfur dioxide (SOj) are oxidized in suanlight and produce fine
particles — nitrates and sulfates respectively. Nitrates and sulfates scatter
and absorb sunlight, thereby reducing visibility. No visible impact analysis
was included in the DEIS. Visibility impacts could be significant considering
the pristine air quality of the lease sale area.

The DEIS lists available control measures for major OCS oil and gas emission
sources. Those control measures are commonly used and are indicative of Best
Available Control Technology (BACT). The document should specifically state
that the control measures will be applied to the emission source. ]
Also, the DEIS states that no further air quality analysis is required if MMS |
exemption levels are not exceeded. We tend not to agree with this use of the
exemption levels, which are based on distance from shore. Qur Air Quality
Division is now participating in the Departmental negotiated rule making
efforts to revise these MMS air quality regulations,

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on this document.

Ui i

67 James W. Stewart

NPS-18

NPS-19

NPS-20

NPS-21

NPS-22



9I-A

Response NPS-1

In response to this comment, Figure III-36 has been amended to show the
boundaries of the National Wildlife Refuges and National Park Service areas in
the NANA Region.

Response NPS-2

The text in Section III.C.4 and Appendix € has been amended to address this
concern.

Response NPS-3

A statement has been added to the scenarjio discussion for the high-resource
estimate (8ec. II.G.2.b) and to Appendix C (Analysis of Potential Effects
Resulting From the High- and Low-Resource . Cases) to indicate that
Congressional action modifying the terms and conditions of the road easement
through the Cape Krusenstern National Monument probably would be required
before the oil and gas industry could install a pipeline along the portion of
the road from the Red Dog Mine that traverses the monument.

Response NPS-4

As noted in the NPS comment, the effects of the potential infrastructure
associated with Sale 109 should be addressed prior to the OCS sale. The
Section IV analysis of the proposal serves just that purpose; the effects of
such infrastructure are first considered in the context of the existing
environment and activities in the Alaskan Arctic and then within the context
of future activities when the proposal is reconsidered along with other
potential -activities in the Alaskan and Canadian Arctic in the cumulative
analysis. Given the hypothetical nature of most of this development, the
level of analysis of pipeline construction in Section IV is considered
appropriate.

Response NPS-5

Studies of caribou movements and distribution in association with the TAP and
the Kuparuk River oil pipeline have shown that caribou successfully cross
these pipeline corridors and continue to use rangeland on either side of the
pipelines (Cameron, Whitten, and Smith, 1981; Curatolo and Murphy, 1986; and
Eide et al., 1986). Therefore, construction of a Sale 109 high-case pipeline
from Cape Beaufort to Kivalina (see Fig. IV-23, Sec. IV.B.8) is not likely to
divert and/or exclude caribou. from rangeland in the Cape Krusenstern/Kukpuk
River area.

Response NPS-6

Musk oxen were not identified as a scoping issue to be addressed in the Sale
109 EIS, and we do not think that a discussion of the effects of the proposal
on musk oxen is warranted at this time. The Sale 109 mean-case development
scenario--with a pipeline corridor running from Point Belcher to the TAP--
would not include any habitats used by musk oxen. Even the high-case pipeline
corridor would not cross specific habitats of this musk oxen population.

Response NPS-7

The most recent findings of caribou-research biologists indicate that all of
the caribou north of the Yukon River do not belong to one herd (Calef, 1980;
Davis, 1980). There are four recognized Alaskan caribou herds that range
north of the Yukon River--the Western Arctic, Teshekpuk Lake, Central Arctic,
and Porcupine caribou herds.

Response NPS-8

Figure IV-2 represents only the mean-resource scenario with cumulative case
for the oil-spill-trajectory analysis; this point has been clarified in the
figure caption. The MMS provides a complete OSRA--including a combined
probability analysis--for only the mean-resource case. The high- and
low-resource cases are analyzed in Appendix C, with the OSRA limited to
projections of numbers of spills and conditional probabilities of spill
contacts (assuming that a spill occurred at a specific launch point).
Displaying a potential tanker route would be of limited benefit because of the
constraints on the OSRA for the high-case analysis, and would create a level
of detail beyond the scope of this EIS.

Response NPS-9

The OSRA considers only future OCS sales up to 1 year in advance of the sale
being analyzed (Sec. IV.A.l.a). Sale 109 is scheduled for May 1988; and Hope
Basin B8ale 133 is scheduled for May 1992--4 years later. Information
necessary for inclusion of future sales in the cumulative OSRA--resource
estimates, area of call, and transportation scenarios--is too tentative for
meaningful analysis this far .in advance.

Response NPS-10

The only oil-spill risk to these two areas is from tankering south of the Sale
109 area in the high- and low-resource-case scenarios. Spills within the Sale
109 area pose no risk to the shores of the Cape Krusenstern National Monument
or the Bering Land Bridge Preserve. The ITL and authority of the MMS would
apply only to oil-spill-contingency plans for exploration and production sites
within the bounds of Sale 109, and not to oil-spill-contingency plans for
tankering or tanker-loading operations. A development EIS would precede any
potential large-scale tankering from the Sale 109 area; an ITL concerning
these two areas--if at risk--would be more appropriate in that EIS.

Response NPS-11

Although there will be an increase in the non-Native population, this increase
is not expected to cause significant effects on the population in the proposed
Sale 109 area (see Sec. IV.B.11.a(2)). In general, non-Natives also are not
likely to participate extensively in subsistence hunting, particularly since
non-Natives who move to the area usually are employed and consequently do not
have extensive free time or the economic need to harvest subsistence re-
sources. Few of the small number of people who temporarily or permanently
move to the area would be expected to have personal aircraft. The increased
number of aircraft, if any, would be insignificant and would not cause much
effect on subsistence hunting and fishing.
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The cumulative-effects analyses in Section IV.B.5 (Marine and Coastal Birds),
Section IV.B.6 (Pinnipeds, Polar Bears, and Beluga Whales), and Section IV.B.8
(Caribou) consider increased numbers of people, motor vehicles, and aircraft
from other projects as well as increases in vehicle and air traffic associated
with the North Slope communities.

Response NPS-12

Current or recent caribou-harvest regulations over the past 10 years or more
have been sufficient to allow the Western Arctic caribou herd to recover from
past overharvest (Davis et al., 1980). Thus, it is reasonable to assume that
current enlightened harvest regulations will prevent excessive overharvest of
this herd.

Response NPS-13

The Sale 109 onshore-pipeline-support road would parallel the pipeline and
would be included in the pipeline corridor shown in Figure IV-23 (Sec.
IV.B.8). The amount of traffic along the road would be highest during the
construction period, with several hundred vehicles per day, as discussed in
Section IV.B.8. After construction is complete, traffic levels would be
considerably lower (less than 100 vehicles/day on average). An assessment of
the high-case scenario for caribou is included in Appendix C (Page C-12).

Response NPS-14

The Section 810 Evaluation and Findings (Sec. IV.M) has been deleted from the
FEIS as a result of the Supreme Court decision (AMOCO Production Co. et al. v.
Gambell et al. 107 S. Ct. 1396 [U.S. March 24, 1987], reversed in part,
vacated in part, and remanded 774 F.2d 1414 {9th Cir. 1985]), which found that
the ANILCA does not apply to the 0CS. For detailed information, see Response
NSB-6.

Response NPS-15

More detail on the design features of the Red Dog Mine dock have become
available and have been added to the text of Appendix G. The Red Dog Mine
project is indepéndent of any development associated with Sale 109. If the
road from the Red Dog mine were used for oil development, as hypothesized in
the high case, the road corridor developed by lessees would dovetail into an
infrastructure that is currently under construction. Dock facilities probably
would not be shared due to the different loading requirements of bulk ore
versus liquid-petroleum products.

Response NPS-16

The analyses of the potential transportation systems for transporting Sale 109
0il production are considered appropriate to the nature of the action being
covered by this EIS. Environmental assessments of tanker transportation and a
combination of pipeline-and-tanker transportation from the Avctic are dis-
cussed in Appendix C (high- and low-resource cases). An assessment of an
onshore pipeline to the TAP is discussed in Section IV.B of this EIS.

Response NPS-17

Air-quality permits of the nature cited by the commenter are not required 6n
the OCS. However, the MMS will not issue drilling permits or development
permits for operations that would exceed the emission limits or permissible
air-pollutant concentrations at the shoreline that have been established in
USDOI regulations.

Response NPS-18

Definitions for effects levels are provided in Table S-2. The effects level
for air quality, with regard to Federal-air-quality standards, has been
revised downward to MINOR in the FEIS as result of further analysis. The
current unavailability of an air-quality model for the Sale 109 area and the
alternative procedure used to evaluate effects on air quality in this EIS are
discussed in Section IV.B.l.a. As concluded in Section IV.D.1, use of the
air-quality model would likely have resulted in a finding of lower effect
levels for nitrogen-oxide emissions than those estimated in this EIS. Also
note that the effects level assessed for air quality is for air over the
closest land to the sale area. The NPS lands are too far away from the sale

area to be affected by what are relatively low emission levels in a regional
context.

Response NPS-19

The text in Section IV.B.l.a has been amended to address this concern.

Response NPS-20

Visibility standards apply only to Class 1 Areas, of which there are none in
the Sale 109 airshed. The closest Class I Area to the Sale 109 area is Denali

National Park; at 900 kilometers distance, the park is too far away to be
affected.

Response NPS-21

This concern is addressed in Section IV.B.l.a. The MMS does not require Best
Available Control Technology if such technology is not necessary to meet
onshore air-quality standards.

Response NPS-22

The EIS analysis assumes that existing laws and regulations are in force; the
USDOI does not require further air-quality analysis if USDOI exemption levels
are not exceeded.
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US.Department
of Transportation
Research and

Special Programs
Administration

400 Saventh §t.. S W
Wastington, D C. 20590

MAR | 6 1987

Regional Director

Minerals Management Service
Alaska Region

949 East 36th Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99508-4302

Dear Sir:

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed
1988 Outer Continental Shelf Oil and Gas Lease Sale 109 in the Chukchi Sea (MMS
87-0009).

The DEIS discusses the probable need for pipelines in developing this area.
However, there is no mention of the Federal pipeline safety regulations in Title 49
CFR Part 192 - Transportation of Natural and Other Gas by Pipeline: Minimum
Federal Safety Standards and Title 49 CFR Part 195 Transportation of Hazardous
Liquids by Pipeline. These regulations are applicable to the design, installation, DOT-1
testing, operation and maintenance of pipelines transporting natural gas and -
hazardous liquid both onshore and offshore in the United States. The Office of
Pipeline Safety, Research and Special Programs Administration, Department of
Transportation is responsible for issuing and enforeing these pipeline safety
regulations.

We trust this oversight will be corrected.

Thank you,

al . , P.E.
Senior Petroleum Engineer

Response DOT-1

In all past Notices of Sale for Alaska OCS lease sales, an ITL describing the
role of the DOT and referencing the regulations in Title 49 CFR, Parts 192 and
195, has been included; this practice also is anticipated for Sale 109. The
DOT's responsibilities have been added to the description of the Purpose of
Stipulation No. 4 (Transportation of Hydrocarbons) in Section II.H. The EIS
analysis is based on the expectation that all applicable existing laws and
regulations are enforced.
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U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
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Mr, William Bettenberg

Director, Minerals Management Service
Department of the Interior
Washington, D.C. 20240

Dear Mr. Bettenberg:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed Outer Continental Shelf
(0CS) 011 and Gas Lease Sale 109 in the Chukchi Sea. Our review was conducted
in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act {NEPA) and our
responsibilities under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.

EPA has been involved with this EIS for some time. We requested to be a
cooperating agency in the preparation of this EIS in scoping comments
submitted in June, 1985. EPA and the Minerals Management Service (MMS) agreed
that EPA would prepare an appendix to the EIS dealing with the fate and
effects of exploratory phase ofl and gas drilling discharges. MMS provided us
with a prelimfnary draft of the water quality sectfon of the EIS in October,
1986, and comments were provided on these sections. We now offer the
following comments on this DEIS.

This DEIS is well written with clear concise discussions that use current
information about the environment and biological resources found in the area.
We noted several changes and improvements in this DEIS compared to the EISs
that we have reviewed in the past. Specific improvements include:
discussions of the o1l spill retention capability of various beach types;
presentation of the Timitatfons of oil1 spill clean-up methods; discussion
about the Timitations associated with the derivation and use of hydrocarbon
toxicity values; and identification of secondary air quality effects.

However, we have several concerns that are summarized in the paragraphs
that follow. Our concerns are fully described in our enclosed detailed
comments. Most of our comments are aimed at improving the data base for
decision making on the Teasing options for the proposed sale area.

Environmental Conseguences

We have several concerns described below that suggest the approach used
to assess. impacts has resulted in an understatement of the significance of
potential impacts.
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First, we are concerned about the analysis of effects on endangered
bowhead whales, particularly with regard to the potential for long-term
impacts due to noise and disturbance from potential development activities in
the spring migration corridor. The FEIS would be improved by an expanded

discussion of these effects and the potential consequences. _

Second, we are concerned about the new criteria that MMS has used for
determining which future actions should be included in the cumulative effects
analysis. The criteria appear to be somewhat restrictive. Application of
these criteria resulted in only existing projects (no future projects) being
used for the cumulative effects analysis. The Council an Environmental
Quality (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA
require that an EIS consider the effects from the proposed action in addition
to past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.

—

Third, we are concerned about the possibility that several of the effects |

from a variety of activities could cause a more serious effect than is
anticipated from any one effect-producing activity. The DEIS provides no real
synthesis of the combined effect of a variety of activities. The potential
exists for a "synergistic” response: several minor effects associated with
various activities could result in an overall moderate or major effect to a
biological population.

Finally, more prominent use and display of seasonal conditional
probabilities would improve the discussion of oil spill impacts and facilitate
the review. Conditional probabilities represent the probability that if oil
is spilled at a specific location it would contact either 1and or a biological
resource. The conditional probabilities give the EIS reviewer a better
understanding of what resources could be at risk if oil is spilled. This
fnformation is essential in order to assess the significance of oil spill
impacts.

Alternatives

Our major concern about this lease sale is the scope of the proposed
action ftself. The DEIS analyzes six alternatives: I-Proposal, II-No Sale,
III-Belay the Sale, IV-Eastern Deferral, V-Southern Deferral, and VI-Coastal
Deferral.

Leasing in this area will pose some degree of risk to the biological
resources, habitat, and human populations and their associated socioeconomic
systems. Given the sensitivity of the biological resources and the natural
stresses that they must survive, any additional stress or impacts could be
significant. Each of the deferral alternatives represents some reduction of
the risk of spilled oil affecting bialogical resources and habitat. Deferral
of blocks would also eliminate or reduce nofse and disturbance effects.

EPA-1

EPA-2

EPA-3

EPA-4

We believe that all three of the deferral alternatives deserve special
consideration. The three deferral areas encompass the most important
environmental and resource concerns in the sale 109 area.

We are particularly concerned about impacts associated with the Eastern
and Southern Deferral areas. These areas contain no estimated hydrocarbon
resources. Their deferral would provide significant protection to important
coastal habitats without a loss in potential oil prospects. Further, it makes
good sense to us to delay leasing of the coastal subarea (Alterative VI) until
the Chukchi Sea studies of behavioral responses of endangered bowhead whales
are completed.

Mitigation

We support the proposed stipulations and Information to Lessees (ITLs)
presented in the DEIS. We will reconsider these mitigation measures in light
of any new information presented in the FEIS.

Conclusions

The DEIS has identified environmental impacts associated with the
proposed action. We believe that these adverse impacts could be reduced by
impiementation of any or all of the deferral alternatives in conjunction with
implementation of appropriate mitigation. We strongly support a combination
of Alternatives IV and V. However, due to the uncertainties about long term
disturbance effects on the spring migration of bowhead whales and the more
complete protection to bird habitat, we recommend the selection of the Coastal
Deferral Alternative. We are rating the proposed action, Alternative I, EC-2
(Environmental Concerns-Insufficient Information). The "insufficient
information® rating is based on the need for more comprehensive and detailed
discussions and revised analysis of impacts on bowhead whales.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this DEIS. Should your staff
wish to discuss our comments, please have them call Salli Brough at FTS
399-4012.

-

ance%e? 5

K\,./, A
o
obie G. Russell

Regional Admin
Enclosure

cc: Alaska 0CS Region

EPA-5
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SUMMARY OF THE EPA RATING SYSTEM
FOR DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IHPACT STATEMENTS:
DEFINITIONS ANO FOLLOW-UP ACTION *

Environmental Impact of the Action
L0--tack of Gbjections

The €PA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts-requiring
substantive changes to the proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities with
no more than miner changes to the propasal.

€C--Environmental Concerns

The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order
to provide adequate protectton for the environment. Corrective measures may require
substantial changes to the preferred alternative or consideration of some other project
alternative (including the no action alternstive or a new alternative). EPA intends to
work with the lead agency to reduce these tmpacts.-

E0--Environmental Objections

The £PA review has identified stignificant environmental impacts that must be avoided
in order to provide adeguate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may
require substantial changes to the preferred alternative or consideration of some other
project alternative {including the no-action alternative or a new alternative). EPA
intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

EU--Environmentally Unsattsfactory

The EPA review has identified adversa environmental impacts that are of sufficient
magnitude that they are unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health ar welfare
or environmental quality. EPA intends to work with the Jead agency to reduce these
impacts. If the potentia) unsatisfactory impacts ara not corrected st the rinal EIS
stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the CEQ.

Adequacy of the Imoact Statement
Category l--Adequate

EPA bellevas the draft EIS adequately sels forth the enviraonmental impact(s) of the
preferred alternative and those of the alternatives reasonably avatlable ta the project
or actton. No further analysis or data collection is necessary, but the reviewer may
suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.

Category 2--Insufficient Informattion

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient informatton for EPA fully assess
environmental impacts that should be avotded in order to fully protect the environment,
or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably available alternatives that are within
the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft €IS, which could reduce the
environmental impacts of the sction. The identified additional information, data,
analyses, or dtscusston should be included in the final EIS.

Category 3--Inadequate

EPA daoes not belteve that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant
envirormental impacts of the actlon, or the EPA reviewsr has identified new, reasonably
available alternatives that are cutside aof the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the
draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the potentially significant
environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data,
analyses, or discussions are of such a magnitude that they should have full pubdlte
review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft €IS is adequate for the
purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 109 review, and thus should be formally revised and
made available for public comment in a suppiemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis
of the potential significant impacts involved, this proposal could be a candtdate for
referral to the CEQ.

“From EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting
the Environment

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
CHUKCHI SEA LEASE SALE 109
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS)
DETAILED COMMENTS

INTRODUCTION

As noted in our letter we have several concerns about the proposed
action. There are several aspects of the DEIS which could be revised and
expanded. HWe believed that this would strengthen the document and provide the
Secretary and the public with a clearer picture of the environmental
consequences of oil and gas exploration, development, and production
activities in the sale area. MWe also noted several changes and improvements
in this DEIS compared to the EISs that we have reviewed in the past. A
discussion of these improvements, our concerns, and recommended changes to the
EIS are presented in the discussions that follows.

IMPROVEMENTS

This DEIS is well written. It contains current information about the
environment and the biological resources found in the area. The various
discussions are clear and concise. Many discussions have been expanded and
provide additional helpful information. With regard to the impacts
discussion, the DEIS presents a more balanced analysis of potential effects
than in previous EISs. The review of the DEIS was made easier by providing
definitions within the text rather than in an attached glossary.

We have provided many comments and suggestions for tmproving lease sale
EISs in our scoping, DEIS, FEIS and Proposed Notice of Sale comments for other
lease sales. We have noted several changes in this DEIS relative to these
prior suggestions.

- A discussion of the oil spill retention capability of various beach
types along the Chukchi Sea coastline has been provided. The
discussion is accompanied by an informative figure showing the
various beach types and the relative vulnerability to spilled oil.

- The ofi spill clean up discussion provides information about the
limitations of clean-up methods associated with sea states . A
figure that presents the frequency of sea states in the sale area is
provided. Related to this topic, there is some mention of the
visibility conditions in the area and the frequency of fog which
could hamper clean-up activities and the mobilization of clean-up
equipment.

- The hydrocarbon toxicity discussion has been improved. The EIS
reviewer is given the toxicity ranges associated with various life
stages and aquatic communities as well as a discussion of the
limitations associated with the derivation and use of the toxicity
values.
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We are pleased to see that the air quality discussion acknowledges
that there will be secondary effects even if standards and exemption
levels are met.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The lease sale 109 DEIS evaluates several alternatives. These
alternatives include: 1I. Proposed Action; II. No Sale (No Action); III. Delay
the Sale; IV. Eastern Deferral; V. Southern Deferral; and VI. Coastal
Deferrai. The proposed action will offer 29.5 million acres of the OCS in the
Chukchi Sea. The mean resource estimate for this sale area is 2.68 billion
barrels (BBL) of oil. There is a 20 percent chance of recoverable o0il being
found. There is a greater than 99 percent chance that one or more spills of
at least 1,000 barrels may occur over the life of the field. The estimated
number of spills of 1,000 barrels or greater is seven.

Leasing in this area will pose some degree of risk to biological
resources, habitat, and human population and their subsistence life style.
The relatively simple trophic structure in the Chukchi Sea, the sensitivity of
many of the biological populations, and the natural stresses which they must
survive warrant that additional human-induced stresses or impacts should be
considered significant.

The three deferral alternatives encompass the most important
environmental and resource concerns in the Sale 109 area. They contain little
potenttal oil resources as estimated by MMS. In fact the Alternative IV and V
subareas contain no oil resources as estimated by MMS. These deferral areas
would provide protection to habitats where large proportions of regional
populations concentrate for activities that are critical to survival. HWe
believe that all three of the deferral alternatives deserve special
consideration as to whether they should be included in this lease sale.

Alternative IV-Eastern Deferral

Deferral of 488 blocks north of Peard Bay to south of Kasegaluk Lagoon
would protect the only two kelp beds in the sale area, the Peard Bay bird
populations and habitat, and ringed and spotted seals and beiuga whale habitat
in Peard Bay and Kasegaluk Lagoon. Removing this area from the Tease sale
would substantially reduce the noise and disturbance effects in Kasegaluk
Lagoon and Peard Bay. There would be a significant reduction in the oil spill
risk to the marine mammal migration corridor. Thus, there would be a
reduction in impacts to beluga whales, spotted seals, walruses, and migrating
whales. This alternative would provide some protection to the gray whale
concentration areas during the open water season from Peard Bay south to Icy
Cape. There is no oil estimated to be found in this deferral area.

Alternative V-Southern Deferral

Deferral of the 288 blocks in this area would significantly reduce the

-0f) spill risk to Cape Lisburne and Cape Lewis seabird populations and the

offshore bird foraging area of the Cape Lisburne and Lewis colonies. It would
eliminate noise disturbance in the Cape Lisburne area. There would be a
decreased chance of an oil spill occurring in the southern portion of the
migration corridor. No oil is presumed to occur in this deferral area.

Alternative VI-Coastal Deferral

This alternative would have the same effects as Alternative IV and
Alternative V. It encompasses the two previous deferral areas resulting in
one continuous broad band of deferred leasing along the entire Chukchi coast
from Point Hope to Peard Bay. The most likely number of oil spills is reduced
from seven to five by this alternative. There would be a 16 percent reduction
in the overall resource potential.

0i1 spill risks would be eliminated for the coastal bird habitats off
Icy Cape and Ledyard Bay during winter and reduced for the seabird populations
at Cape Lisburne during the open water season. ©Oi1 spill risks to the entire
migration corridor would be reduced significantly. This alternative would
eliminate exploratory drilling sites and production platforms within the
spr;nq migration corridor used by bowhead whales and other marine mammals and
birds.

The coastal deferral alternative would provide a wider buffer-zone
between the many important coastal habitats (hays, lagoons, river deltas,
river inlets, coastal wetlands, and kelp beds) and the critical Chukchi
polynya which serves as the spring migration corridor. A broader buffer zone
between oil and gas activities and sensitive species and habitats allows more
time for oil spill clean-up. It also allows the spilled oil to weather
(resulting in reduced toxicity) before it contacts biota and habitat.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
Bowhead Whales

We have several concerns about the analysis of effects on endangered
bowhead whales. Our primary concern is the potential for long-term impacts
from noise and disturbance in the spring migration corridor. Year round, 24
hour per day development and production activities located in the narrow
spring lead migration corridor could affect the migration of these whales.
Bowhead whales have shown adverse/avoidance reactions as much as seven
kilometers or more from a noise source.

] L

We are also concerned about 0il spills in the lead system during spring
migration. The DEIS is not clear about whether the bowhead whales are
confined to the open water leads or if they can move into the pack ice zone to
avold an oil spill without a significant effect on their migration.

EPA-6
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Finally, avoidance reactions to noise sources and oil spills could affect_
the bioenergetics of the population. If the bowhead whales expend additional
energy in order to swim around noise sources or oil spills during the spring
migration, will this adversely affect their migration or future recruitment?

The FEIS should provide an expanded discussion of whether a noise source
in the spring migration corridor could block or delay migration or whether
displacement from the corridor would hinder migration. It should also discuss
whether avoidance is Tikely and whether this would represent an energy drain
that could physiologically stress individuals. The FEIS should give special
consideration to thts point of vulnerability in the proposed action. _

EPA expressed concern for the effects of oil and gas activities on
bowhead whales in our comments on Sales 87 and 97 in the Beaufort Sea. The
behavioral responses of bowhead whales to drilling activities and noise is
information that is needed to fully evaluate the impacts from oil and gas
activities for both the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas. |

Our concern about the potential long-term noise and disturbance effects
on whales is compounded by the fact that the Biological Opinion prepared by
the National Marine Fishery Service will only address the impacts associated
with exploration activities. Exploration activities can be timed to avoid
the critical spring migration period and they will occur for only a few
years. However, a development ptatform in the spring migration corridor would
represent a long-term source of noise and disturbance. The effects of this on
the bowhead spring migration and whether this would jeopardize the population
would not be addressed until a commercially producible field has been located
and a Biological Assessment prepared.

If the development/production tocation is in or near to a critical
location like the spring migration corridor, it may not be .possible to fully
protect the population or mitigate the impacts once a field has been
discovered. O0il companies, as part of the lease sale agreement, are entitled
to produce whatever resources they find. MWe question the feasibility and
probability of purchasing the oil, prohibiting production, or seasonally
restricting production. The courts have ruled that overly restrictive
regulations can violate this right to produce. Since exploration will
determine the location of any potential production facilities, the FEIS should
more fully analyze the effects of development and production, specifically
long term noise, on the bowhead spring migration.

-

Cumutative Effects Assessment

The CEQ regulations require that an EIS consider the effects from the
proposed action in addition to past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions. 1In this DEIS MMS has presented new criteria for determining
which future actions should be included in the cumulative effects analysis.
The six criteria that are presented deal primarily with the "reasonably
foreseeable future actions" concept.

EPA-8
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We belleve that the criteria developed by MMS are unduly restrictive. By
using these criteria only existing projects are included in the cumulative
effects scenario for this EIS. This is significantly different from past
lease sale EIS's. Past lease sale EIS's have used a number of future projects
in the analysis of cumulative effects. Application of these six criteria in
this £IS has eliminated all future projects from consideration.

The six criteria are of significant concern. Many appear to directly
counter the CEQ regulations at 40 CFR 1508.7. Comments on each criterion
follow.

Criterion 1 implies that only actions (effects caused by projects) for
which a permit or other regulatory approval is necessary, need to be
considered in a cumulative effects analysis. Adverse effects from
non-permitted activities could be ignored. The CEQ reguiations are
specific in requiring that "past, present, and foreseeably future
actions" be inciuded in a cumulative effects analysis "reqardless of what
agency or person undertakes such other actions" (emphasis added).

Criterion 2 would further narrow the field of projects (effects) to those
which are or would be subject to an EIS. Again, the CEQ regulations are

clear in defining cumulative effects as including "individually minor but
collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time." .

Criterion 3 would require that a project must be advanced in planning and
design before it is included in the cumulative effects analysis. This
appears to be a -narrow approach. Related discussion can be found for
criterion 5.

Criterion 4 would require project impact zones to overlap or abut.
Impacts can extend beyond physical disturbance boundaries.. Of particular
concern is the application of this criterion to migratory species. For
migratory species the cumulative effects analysis should inciude the
past, present, and future activities that occur throughout their
migratory range. This criterion is contrary to the approach taken by MMS
for the analysis of cumulative effects in the recent five-year oil and
gas leasing schedule. Again the CEQ regulations provide guidance which
appears to not have been considered in developing this criterion.
Specifically, indirect effects can be removed in time or distance and
cumulative effects are not defined on the basis of proximity.

Criterion 5 attempts to define "reasonably foreseeable." Significant
commi tment need not exist for events and impacts to be reasonably
foreseeable. Zoning and community plans are a good example. If an area

s zoned for an industrial park, cumulative effects to traffic, runoff,
water quality, noise, air quality, for example, can be reasonably
foreseen regardless of whether a developer plans to break ground within a
week or a monthly or a year.
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Criterion 6 basically appears to combine criteria 1, 2, and 3. It seems
to require "authorized/permitted" projects, significant impacts resuiting
from other actions (requiring and EIS), and timing requirements such that
the other action is close in time to the proposed action. As discussed
ahove, criteria 1, 2, and 3 appear to be counter to the CEQ regulations
and the intent of NEPA.

Combined Effects

We are concerned about the potential for synergistic effects from a _w

combination of effect producing activities. The conclusion statements imply
that the "combined effects" from all effect-producing activities Coil spills,
drilling discharges, construction activities) will be no greater (or less)
than the effects from any individual effect-producing activity. We are
concerned about the possibility that the effects from a variety of activities
could interact to cause a more adverse or serious effect than is anticipated
from any one activity. Is it possible that several minor effects from various
activities could result in a moderate or major effects to a biological
population?

We expressed this concern in our comments on the DEIS for lease sale 97
in the Beaufort Sea. We have not seen the response to this particular comment
since the lease sale 97 FEIS is not yet available for review. We believe,
however, that this is a significant concern. The DEIS for this lease sale
discusses this concept and we are therefore taking this opportunity to comment
on this issve again.

The DEIS (p. IV-B-73)_states that “the effects of several stimuli could
be purely additive or, In combination, could have synergistic effects that
would lead to changes that are greater than the sum of changes due to the
individual stimuli or sources.” This discussion is found in the cumylative
effects discussion for bowhead whales. MWe concur with this concept and
support impact analysis based upon it.

We sugges* *Sai in the FEIS and subsequent lease sale EISs MMS analyze
the "cumuined effect” of the numerous effect producing activities on each
biological resource for both the proposed action and alternatives as ue]l as
for the cumulative case. Some discussion of the likelihood of a bio}oglcal
population encountering a combination of activities within a given time
frame(24 hours, week, month, migration period, open-water feeding period,
molting period, staging period, etc.) is needed to support the overall effect
conclusion. This is particularly important given the sensitivity of the .
biological resources and the natural stresses which they must survive in this
sale area.

EPA-13

.

Fish

The discussion in the affected environment is quite frank about the
Timited research and data for many of the biological populations in the
Chukchi Sea. Of particular concern, however, is the limited nature of the
baseline information for anadromous fish populations. Anadromous fish are an
important subsistence resource to the numerous native settlements along the
Chukchi Sea Coast.

The DEIS points out that several studies that include anadromous fish
were conducted in relation to oil and gas activity in the Northern Bering Sea
and the Beaufort Sea. The DEIS also acknowledges that the Chukchi Sea
represents a transition zone between the fish communities of the Beaufort and
Bering Seas (p. 1II-24). Therefore, the extrapolation of the more extensive
understanding of fiSh abundance and fish population dynamics from either the
Bering or Beaufort Sea to the Chukchi Sea may not be valid. Further the
1imited baseline information about Chukchi anadromous fish populations may not
be representative of long-term anadromous fish abundance and distribution
patterns. The Chukchi Sea synthesis report that includes anadromous fish data
through 1983 acknowledges this problem. The DEIS does not present results of
fish studies conducted since 1983 that could resolve this concern.

We suggest that MMS reconsider their impact conclusion for the effects of
0il spitls on anadromous populations. The DEIS identifies moderate effects
for some individual species. If the Timited fishery data base may not be
truly representative of long term abundance and distribution patterns, then
MMS should consider a more conservative approach. The overall oil spill
effect should be no less severe than the moderate effects identified for
specific poputations.

Conditional Probabilities

It was difficult to compare the relative merits of each of the I

alternatives when combined probabilities were used for the discussion of
impacts for the Proposal and the Coastal deferral alternatives and conditional
probabilities were used for the Eastern and Southern deferral alternatives.

As we have stated in the past, the use of conditional probabilities
provides much useful information. We would Tike to reference our comments on
this subject found in our January 9, 1986, comments on the Beaufort Sea
Sale 97 DEIS. Use of conditional probabilities (annual and seasonal) for
assessing environmental consequences allows the EIS reviewer to:

- identify launch points that represent the greatest risk to
vulnerable/sensitive habitats and biological communities:

- identify the targets (sea, ice, biological resource areas, land
segments) most likely to be contacted by spilled oil;
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- determine the season that these targets are most susceptible to oil
contact;

- determine if the seasonal risk of oil spill contact corresponds with
the seasonal presence of biota; and

- distinguish clearly the differences in 0il spill risk between the
proposed alternative and the deferral alternatives.

Conditional probabilities indicate the likelihood of spilled oil
contacting land or sea targets assuming there is an oil spill. Combined
probabilities indicate the likelihood of an oil spill occurring and the
Tikelihood of spilled oil contacting land or sea targets. However, if the
probability of spill occurrence is Tow, it does not logically follow that the
effect of a spill will be negligible. Thus, the conditional and combined
probabilities both provide important information to the decision-maker, but
conditional probabilities are needed so that the public and decision-makers
can fully assess the signficance of potential impacts.

Presenting the information from the oil spill trajectory analysis for
each alternative as well as the combined probabilities allows EIS reviewers to
make a reascned judgment about the need for additional mitigating measures or
potential deferrals of launch point areas that pose a significant risk to
critical habitat or sensitive biota. . _J

WATER QUALITY

We noted several changes in the water quality effects aralysis compared
to the same section in the lease sale 97 DEIS and the preliminary draft water
quality affects discussion for this lease sale that we reviewed in
November 28, 1986. The changes represent improvements in the overal)
discussion and presentation of water quality effects.

We would like to point out that Table III-4 (after p. III-16) has
incorrect saltwater criteria values for the metals presented. The values
shown on this table were the criteria published in the Federal Register in
November_1980. New criteria values have recently been developed. MMS should
refer to Appendix I (p. I-18) for the correct criteria except for zinc. Since
we prepared the table on p. I-18 in Appendix I the zinc criteria have been
finalized (52 FR 6213). The acute zinc level (i-hour average concentration)
is 0.095 ppm (or mg/1) and the chronic level (4-day average concentration) is
0.086 (mg/1>. The FEIS should update the criteria on Table III-4 and indicate
whether acute or chronic criteria are being used. Table III-4 also indicates
that the saltwater criteria are for the dissolved phase of the metals. EPA's
criteria values are based on the total recoverable methodology for measuring
metal concentrations rather than the dissolved metal methodology.

EPA-16

We agree with the conclusions about the ‘1ikely effects from discharge of
muds and cuttings during exploration. However, during development/production
there will be three times more mud and four times more cuttings discharged
over a longer period of time (several years). HWe agree that water column
effects are likely to be negligible. However, we are reluctant to agree that
the effects from development/production discharges on bottom sediment and
benthic epifauna and infauna would also be negligible. Additional analysis is
needed to fully support this conclusion. Any differences in grain size
distribution, organic content, and chemical content between natural sediment
and muds and cuttings could have significant effects on benthic communities.
The exact location of these discharges relative to important feeding areas for
bottom feeders Tike gray whales and walruses could have significant adverse
effects as a result of trophic relationships. R

The water quality discussion in the DEIS fails to adequately characterize
the discharge of muds and cuttings and to explain the nature of their fate and
effects in the receiving water. This problem could be easily corrected by
including a reference to Appendix I in this discussion. OQur appendix focuses
on these issues as part of our regulatory responsibilities.

AIR QUALITY

Table III-3 presents measured pollutant levels for Prudhoe Bay. We would
tike to point out that the Drill Site 9 and Well Pad A monitors were not
located in areas of maximum impacts from existing sources. Air emissions have
increased significantly since the monitoring was compieted. Ambient air
monitoring is currently ongoing at Prudhoe Bay and Kuparuk in locations which
will better represent maximum existing concentrations. However, the
background levels measured at Prudhoe Bay in 1979 and 1980 may be appropriate
background levels for Sale 109.

As in the previous Lease Sale 97 EIS for Beaufort Sea, no atr quality
modeling was performed. However, we do not disagree with the conclusion that
air quality impacts will be moderate. Impairment of visibility was not
identified as a potential impact. We believe it should be discussed as a
result of increasing concern about this issue relative to existing north slope
sources.

EPA-17

EPA-18

EPA-19

EPA-20
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Response EPA-1

A new subsection entitled "Effects of 0il Spills and Noise Disturbance in the
Spring Lead System" (Sec. IV.B.7.a(3)) has been added to the text to address
this concern.

Response EPA-2

The criteria for identifying projects for cumulative analysis that were
presented in Section IV.A.2 of the DEIS are not new to EIS's for Arctic sales.
These criteria were used in both Norton Sound Sale 57 (USDOI, BLM, 1982d) and
Sale 100 (USDOIL, MMS, 1985c¢) FEIS's. The criteria presented in the DEIS were
intended to provide the reader with the range of events typically included in
a cumulative analysis, thereby providing perspective for the fact that
"foreseeable future'--in the context of this EIS--is interpreted quite liber-
ally. As a reader can note in the Section IV cumulative analyses, assessments
are not limited only to those projects that fall within the existing-project
category. However, to avoid any misunderstanding, the criteria and the
perspective they provided have been removed from the EIS.

Response EPA-3

The approach to analysis in the EIS is to use a systematic method of examining
effects on a species or species group from each effect-producing activity (oil
spills, noise/disturbance, drilling discharges, etc.) and then examine effects
from these activities in the aggregate. With this method, the conclusion for
any species or species group can be no lower than the highest rating from any
of the effects produced by any individual effect-producing activity. The
variety of effect-producing activities are further considered in the oil-
spill-risk and the cumulative-case analyses for each resource. Most effect-
producing activities are short-term, localized, and usually not additive;

therefore, they are not "synergistic." Also, the probability of any two
effects occurring at the same time and at the same place and to the same
individuals in the population is extremely remote. '"Synergistic” as well as

"antagonistic" effects have been documented with some heavy metals and the
combination of heavy metals and organic chemicals using lower-trophic-level
organisms in controlled laboratory experiments. Quantitative potential
synergistic effects with upper-trophic-level organisms in which two activities
have a greater than additive effect have not been documented. Without more
specific direction from the commenter, the present EIS methodology in
determining effects should be more than adequate.

Response EPA-4

Seasonal conditional probabilities are discussed in Sections IV.A.l.c,
IV.A.2.b, IV.A.2.c, IV.B, IV.E, IV.F, and IV.G and are displayed in Appendix
A, Tables A-9 through A-14. The conditional probability is not a "risk" to a
resource. Risk involves estimating the likelihood of spills occurring, of
such spills contacting the habitat of that resource, and of what damage occurs
to the resource if the habitat is contacted. The overall likelihood of spills
occurring somewhere in the sale area and contacting resource targets is given
by the combined probabilities. Because the combined probabilities--not the

conditional probabilities--provide an overall estimate of 1likelihood of
resource contact with oil, the combined probabilities are emphasized in the
EIS.

Response EPA-5

In response to the EPA's and other commenters' concerns, a new section
addressing the spring migration corridor of the bowhead whales has been added
to the EIS (see Sec. IV.B.7.a(3)).

Response EPA-6

See Response EPA-1.

Response EPA-7

See Response EPA-1.

Response EPA-8

See Response EPA-1.
Response EPA-9

See Response EPA-1.

Response EPA-10

The analyses in the Sale 87 and 97 EIS's and in this EIS have used recent
scientific data on behavioral responses of bowhead whales to drilling
activities and noise. The MMS believes that informatiom currently available
is adequate for a basic understanding of the effects of oil and gas activities
on howhead whales. However, additional studies regarding noise effects on
bowhead whales are planned and in progress. Also, much is being learned from
industry monitoring studies in the vicinity of drilling activities.

Response EPA-11

A new section (Sec. IV.B.7.a(3)) has been added to the text to address this
concern. Within this section we have analyzed the effects of noise and
disturbance on the bowhead whale spring migration using the best available
scientific information. The MMS is currently planning a study that will
better address the concern about the effect of production activities on
migrating bowheads in or near the spring lead system. It is anticipated that
this study would be completed prior to the time that any development would be
proposed in the area of the spring lead system. Furthermore, the MMS is fully
aware of the concern by the NMFS, the EPA, the N8B, and others for the safety
of bowhead whales migrating through the spring lead system. The MMS intends
to execute its responsibility under the Endangered Species and Marine Mammal
Protection Acts, as amended, and will take no action that would be likely to
jeopardize the bowhead whale population.

The NMFS Biological Opinion concluded that the leasing and exploration phases
of Sale 109 are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any

-
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endangered or threatened marine cetaceans, including the bowhead and gray

whales. In addition to the Biological Opinion on leasing and exploration,
the NMFS also provided its views on the Sale 109 development and production
phase: "Based on currently available information and technology and the

absence of effective mitigating measures, we believe that development and
production activities in the spring lead systems used by bowhead whales for
their migration would be likely to jeopardize the population." The NMFS
provided the following two reasonable and prudent alternatives that the MMS
could adopt to avoid the likelihood of jeopardy from oil spills and noise:
", .either (1) the lease blocks within 25 miles of the nearshore lead system
should be deferred from the lease sale, which would be met by adopting the
Coastal Deferral Alternative VI (MMS, 1987), or; (2) if leasing and
exploration activities occur in those areas, development and production
activities should not be approved in these blocks unless and until further
consultation results in & no jeopardy conclusion, or a reasonable and prudent
alternative - is developed and adopted that would avoid the likelihood of
jeopardy."

Response EPA-12

See Response EPA-2.

Response EPA-13

See Response EPA-3.

Response EPA-14

Some of these issues are addressed in Response NOAA-6. We are unaware of
studies conducted since 1983, although an MMS study will be conducted soon in
the Chukchi Sea region. Further analysis of potential effects on anadromous
fishes has been added to the text in Section IV.B.4. The overall effect of
the proposal is not less than the most likely effect on any particular fish
species; the text has been clarified in this regard.

Response EPA-15

The rationale behind the use of combined and conditional probabilities in the
analyses of deferral alternatives is discussed in Section IV.A.l.c. The merit
of a deferral alternative in reducing spill risk is not easy to demonstrate
when that alternative does not significantly reduce the likelihood of oil
spills occurring and contacting resources, which is the case in Alternatives
IV, V, and VI. The merits of such an alternative may be predicated on
nonspill-related concerns, such as noise and use conflicts. The relative
merits--including those related to oil spills--of the deferral alternatives
and the proposal are compared by the EIS analysts for individual resources.
The conclusions of these comparisons are summarized in Table S-1.

o The cenditional probability is not a "risk" to a resource. Risk
involves estimating: the likelihood of spills occurring, of such spills
contacting the habitat of that resource, and of what damage occurs to the
resource if the habitat is contacted.

o Conditional probabilities cannot be used to estimate which targets
are most likely to be contacted by spilled oil. Only combined probabilities
provide this information. The highest conditional probabilities, greater than
99 percent, indicate only that the hypothetical spill point in question is
within the target area. That is, the probability of a spill contacting the
target area is high because the spill is assumed to have occurred within the
target area. The EIS reviewer should place little emphasis on this obvious
conclusion.

o The requested information is provided by seasonal combined proba-
bilities--not seasonal conditional probabilities. Seasonal conditjonal
probabilities cannot determine the season during which targets are most likely
to be contacted by oil in the Chukchi Sea. About 62 percent of oil production
and, therefore, spill risk would occur during the 7.5 months of oceanographic
winter. Any valid estimate of whether spills are more likely to contact a
resource in summer than in winter would have to take into account that fewer
spills would be expected during the short summer than during the long winter.
Combined probabilities--but not conditional probabilities--take this factor
into account and are, therefore, used for this purpose in the EIS.

o Seasonal conditional probabilities should not be compared to seasonal
presence of resources because that comparison is already incorporated in the
statistics. If a biological resource is vulnerable to oil spills only on a
seasonal basis, the Sale 109 OSRA models only spill contacts with the habitat
for that resource during that season. If a resource-is vulnerable during only
part of a season, spill contacts with the resource target are counted only for
that portion of the season. All such restricted-vulnerability targets are
noted in footnotes to the OSRA tables in Appendix A. For example, the note to
Table A-21 states that during winter, Whale Migration Corridor B is a target
only between April 1 and June 15, e.g., when whales could be migrating through
the area.

o Both combined and conditional probabilities are used to evaluate the
relative merits of deferral alternatives. Combined probabilities are used to
estimate the likelihood of contact with spills, and conditional probabilities
are used to verify the point of origin of such spills. For the purpose of

_analyzing effects, this EIS assumes that spills occur (Table II-1). The

effects of oil-spill contacts are considered in the EIS, regardless of their
probabilities. However, the bottomline effect level for a resource in the EIS
assumes oil-spill contact only if such contact is likely to occur.

Complete OSRA's for Altermatives I and VI and the cumulative case are pre-
sented in the EIS and tabulated in Appendix A. The OSRA's for Alternatives IV
and V are identical to the analysis for the proposal (Alternative I) (because
of the absence of resource in the deferral areas) and are not separately tabu-
lated to avoid duplication. Conditional probabilities are included in the EIS
for all hypothetical launch points used in the trajectory analysis covering
deferral alternatives (see also Response EPA-4).

Response EPA-16

Table III-4 in Section III.B.6 has been amended to address this concern. The
USEPA (1986) does not designate whether standards are "chronic' or "acute" nor
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does USEPA always list two standards. Where two standards exist, Table III-4
reports the more stringent standard.

Response EPA~17

Table IV-14 in Section IV.B.2.b compares chemical concentrations in drilling
muds to those in sediments of the Chukchi Sea Planning Area. For heavy metals
of concern, only the mercury and zinc contents of mud have the potential to be
as much as a hundredfold higher than the background content of the sediment.

The muds and cuttings from development and production platforms would be
rapidly and extensively dispersed in the shallow (generally less than 100
meters) Chukchi Sea basin due to storms and ice scour, even though the amount
of muds and cuttings would be considerably greater than the amount discharged
during exploration. Thus, grain sizes of the bottom sediments in the proposed
Chukchi Sea Sale 109 area are not expected to be significantly changed.
Several hundred thousand cubic meters of muds and cuttings would be discharged
into several thousand square kilometers of natural bottom sediments. The
chemical contaminates in muds and cuttings, such as barium and cadmium, are
present as natural elements at some level in the Chukchi Sea marine environ-
ment. The addition of more cadmium from muds and cuttings, for example, into
the Chukchi Sea is not expected to exceed the cadmium-tolerance level now
present in walruses, since these animals would be feeding on' clams over a
large part of their range from year to year and thus would not be likely to
ingest clams with high levels of cadmium every year or every season.

As noted in the EIS section on lower-trophic-level organisms, NEGLIGIBLE
effects are not predicted for phytoplankton, =zooplankton, or benthic
communities (see analysis in Sec. IV.B.3.c). ’

Response EPA-18 .

Appendix I and its findings are already referenced in Section IV.B.2.b.

Response EPA-19

Section III.A.5 includes a discussion of the location of Well Pad A and Drill
Site 9 relative to the predominant winds and their influence on measured
concentrations of pollutants at Prudhoe Bay. The data from more recent
air-quality monitoring at the Prudhoe Bay/Kuparuk/Lisburne complex are
proprietary and have not been released to the MMS by the USEPA or industry.

Response EPA-20

This concern is addressed in Response NP$-20.
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MARINE MAMMAL COMMISSION
1625 EYE STREET, N.W.
WASHINGTON, DC 20006

5 May 1987

Mr. Alan D. Powers
Regional Director
Minerals Management Service, Alaska Region

U.S. Department of the Interior

949 East 36th Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99508-4302
Dear Mr. Powers:

The Marine Mammal Commission, in consultation with its
Committee of Scientific Advisors on Marine Mammals, has reviewed
the "Chukchi Sea Sale 109 Draft Environmental Impact Statement™
and offers the following comments and recommendations concerning
possible impacts on marine mammals and their habitat in and near
the proposed sale area.

GENERAL COMMENTS

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) provides an
assessment of possible impacts from a proposed action to lease up
to 5,448 blocks (approximately 29.5 million acres) of submerged
0CS lands in the Chukchi Sea off northwest Alaska for the purpose
of 0il and gas exploration and development. It also assesses the
possible effects of six alternative actions and provides
information on 10 species of marine mammals including four
endangered whales (i.e., bowhead, gray, fin, and humpback whales).
It concludes that possible effects on all species of non-
endangered marine mammals and endangered bowhead and gray whales
are likely to be minor under each of the leasing alternatives, and
that possible impacts on endangered fin and humpback whales are
likely to be negligible under each leasing alternative.
Consultations with the National Marine Fisheries Service, as
required by section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, on the
effects of the proposed action on endangered whales were initiated
on 25 March 1986, however, the results of those consultations were |MMC-1
not available at the time that the DEIS was prepared. The results
of these consultations should be included in the final document
and the text of the FEIS should be modified as necessary to
incorporate the recommendations contained therein.

The DEIS provides a concise and useful review of relevant
information on the abundance, distribution, trophic relationships,
and subsistence take of both non-endangered marine mammals and

endangered bowhead whales. It also provides a reasonably thorough
review of the types and possible effects of o0il spills and
activities expected to occur as a result of the proposed and
alternative actions. It does not, however, provide clear
descriptions of the uncertainties concerning factors, such as the
expected number, timing, and location of o0il spills, the location
and extent of development activities, and the potential effects of
oil spills, disturbance, etc. on marine mammals and other living
marine resources. Also, as noted below, some of the conclusions
concerning possible adverse effects on marine mammals appear to be
speculative and based upon unstated assumptions rather than
derived from critical evaluations of the existing data basa.

MMC-2

With respect to polar bears, beluga whales, and bowhead
whales, the Commission believes that the conclusions in the DEIS
regarding projected impact levels resulting from Alternative IV
(the eastern deferral alternative) and Alternative VI, (the
coastal deferral alternative) should be modified to indicate that
expected impacts associated with these alternatives likely would
be less than those from the Proposed Action. The coastal habitat MMC-3
shoreward of the southeastern boundary of these leasing
alternatives includes habitat of particular importance to polar
bears, beluga whales, spotted seals, and bowhead whales and we
believe that an absence of exploration and development activity in
these deferral areas would significantly reduce potential impacts
to each of these species. a

With respect to potential impacts on both endangered and non-
endangered marine mammals, the DEIS should be modified to: a)
emphasize the importance of post-sale monitoring efforts that
would be undertaken as part of the Alaska Environmental Studies
Program; b) consider the possibility that oil spills and/or
disturbance associated with the Proposed Action will cause
foraging marine mammals to move to adjacent and already occupied
areas increasing animal densities in those areas to levels which
will damage or deplete food supplies; c) consider the cumulative
impacts of oil spills and/or disturbance on affected marine mammal
populations throughout their respective ranges, rather than just
within and immediately adjacent to the proposed sale area; and d)
consider the possible cumulative effects of subsistence harvesting
and other activities, as well as oil and gas exploration and
development, on non-endangered and endangered marine mammals. In
addition, recent information suggests that algal communities 7]
associated with ice edge environments may represent particularly
productive and important components of Arctic (as well as
Antarctic) marine ecosystems. The DEIS should be expanded to
consider that information and the potential effects of oil spills
on those communities and the food chain which they support. N

MMC-4

MMC-5

The DEIS identifies a number of potential mitigating measures
including stipulations for an orientation program and for
Erotection of biological resources, and notices of "information to
lessees" on bird and marine mammal protection, areas of special
biological sensitivity, protection of endangered whales,
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endangered whales, the Chukchi Sea Biological Task Force, and
subsistence whaling and other subsistence activities. These
measures would help reduce potential impacts on marine mammals and
other marine species and we recommend that they be included as
part of the Proposed and Alternative Actions which involve
leasing.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Pages I-1 to I-5, Leasing Process: This section identifies major
steps and Information sources for planning and managing offshore
areas to be leased for oil and gas development. The introductory
paragraph notes that the Alaska OCS Region Environmental Studies
Program provides relevant information to help determine potential
effects of o0il and gas activities on the environment and that it
is a vital part of the leasing process. The Commission strongly
supports the Service's view regarding the importance of this
Program in the leasing and lease management processes.

For additional information on the Program, the reader is
referred to Appendix D of the DEIS. Among other things, the
Appendix notes that, "[a]s a number of sales were held and
exploration activities began, the need for post-sale studies to
monitor the possible effects of oil and gas activities on the
environment and resources of these areas was recognized [and]...
[(tlhis has been the most recent change in the focus of the Alaska
ESP." The Commission also shares the Service's view that the T
change in Program orientation to better reflect post-sale
monitoring efforts is both timely and necessary. To better
reflect this point in the body of the DEIS, we suggest that
somaething like the words "...predict, detect, monitor, and
otherwise..." be inserted between the words "...to help..." and
"...determine the potential effects of..." in the fourth sentence
of the paragraph beginning on the bottom of page I-1.

Page I-15 to I-16, Section I-D-3-h: This section of the DEIS
provides a series of subparagraphs that describe the rationale
supporting the Service's conclusion that impacts on endangered
whales are likely to be minor. The first sentence of the third
subparagraph states that the "([r)isk of a major spill (1,000
barrels or greater from blowouts or fuel spills) from an
exploratory well is low (0.5%/well).™ It is not clear why this
sentence refers only to exploratory, and not to development wells.
It seems toc us that all phases of development should be
considered. 1In addition, the subparagraph should note that, while
the risk per well might be low, the actual impact could be greater
if a large number of wells are drilled. For example, if 200 wells
are expected to be drilled, and the risk per well is 0.5%, the
cumulative risk would be 100% or virtual certainty that a major
oil spill is likely to occur. In this same regard, it is
important to differentiate between the risk of an event occurring

MMC-6

MMC-7

and the impact of that event should it occur. That is, while
there may be a very small risk of an oil spill occurring, it does
not necessarily follow that the impact of a spill would be small. |

The fifth subparagraph also refers to exploration activities N
and it is not clear why development and production activities as
well as exploration activities are not considered.

The sixth subparagraph notes that "[p]reliminary results for 7
spring oil-spill/bowhead whale-interaction simulations at two
locations along the bowhead-migration corridors in the Chukchi Sea
Sale 109 area indicated that in one case about 0.6 percent of the
bowhead population and in the other case about 1.5 percent were
contacted by spilled oil within a 10-day period following a
computer simulated 10,000-barrel spill."” Given an estimate of
4,417 whales in the western Arctic bowhead whale stock, this would
mean that 27-62 whales could be contacted by oil. This is about
the same to twice the number of whales taken annually by Alaska
Natives for subsistence purposes and, if contact with oil results
in decreased survival or productivity, the impacts could be
substantial. In this same context, it is not clear why: (1) the
simulation was based upon a 10,000-barrel spill rather than a
100,000-barrel spill as in the worst-case analysis beginning on
Page IV-I-1l; and (2) why the worst-case analysis considered what
would happen if an oil spill occurred during the fall (September-
November), rather than during the spring migration through or near
the Sale 109 area. ]
Page II-1l4, Mitigating Measures that are Part of the Proposed
Action and Alternatives: This paragraph briefly lists examples of
laws, requlations, orders, and provisions that are considered part
of the Proposed and Alternative Actions. Because of the
importance of verifying the accuracy of predicted impact levels
and detecting any significant unforeseen effects associated with
leasing alternatives, it would be useful to expand this paragraph
to reference the monitoring efforts that would be conducted
through the Alaska Environmental Studies Program as among the
various requirements of the OCS Lands Act.

Pages II-17 to II-18, Stipulation No. 3, Protection of Biological
Resources: This potential stipulation would advise lessees that
they may be required to: conduct biological surveys, relocate the
gite of operations, demonstrate on the basis of site-specific
surveys that their activities will not adversely affect biological
resources, limit operations to certain periods of time, or
otherwise modify their operations to protect biological resources.
This stipulation offers important safeguards for protecting
biological resources and the Commission recommends that it be
included as part of each leasing alternative, including the
Proposed Action.

With respect to this stipulation, we note that certain
Righly migratory species, such as bowhead whales, beluga whales,
spotted seals, and polar bears, may be affected by activities of

MMC-8

MMC-9

MMC-10

MMC-11
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Thus, it may be desirable or necessary to request that
lessees conduct or provide cooperative support for studies that
may extend beyond the immediate boundaries of their respective

lessees.

lease tracts. Therefore, the Commission recommends that something
like the words “or provide partial support for" be inserted
between the words "to conduct” and “biological surveys" in the
first sentence of the stipulation. Similarly, the word "site-
specific" in point number 2 of the first sentence of the second
paragraph of the stipulation should be changed to something like
¥biological.”

Pages II-19 to II-26, Potential Information to I : This
section identifies potential measures to advise lessees of
information on Minerals Management Service policies and practices,
information regarding special concerns, and existing legal
requirements. These types of information offer essential forms of
guidance to lessees and, subject to the following comments and
recommendations, we recommend that they be included as a part of
each leasing alternative, including the Proposed Action.

With respect to these notices, we note that it may become
necessary or desirable to modify information in these Notices over
the course of the field development and production to reflect new
findings, such as those that might result from post-sale
monitoring studies conducted as part of the Alaska OCS Region
Environmental Studies Program. Therefore, we also recommend that |MMC-12
the Service advise lessees that these "ITL's" may be revised and
updated as new information warrants, and that new ITL's may be
issued to advise lessees on information topics not addressed in
its initial list of applicable notices.

Pages II-20 to II-21, ITL No. 1 ~— Information on Bird and Marine |
Mammal Resources: This notice advises lessees of legal provisions
regarding the need to avoid "taking” marine mammals and endangered
species and advises aircraft and vessel operators to maintain
certain distances from known or observed wildlife to aveid
disturbance. It would be useful to expand the notice to advise
vessel and aircraft operators that they should not divert their
craft off course for the purpose of observing wildlife. In
addition, the analysis of effectiveness for this "ITL" notes that
several species or groups of species (e.g., bowhead whales, gray
whales, walruses, and certain seals) are of particular concern
relative to this potential stipulation. Polar bears should be
added to this list.

MMC-13

es IT-21 to II-22, ITL No. 2 -- Information on Areas of Special
ological Sensitivity: This notice states, in part, that
l]essees are advised that prior approval must be obtained before
lspersants are used™ in the vicinity of an area of special
biclogical sensitivity. The notice should be expanded to identify
from whom this approval must be obtained.

o sty

MMC-14

g

‘lessees that the Service's lease manager intends to limit or

Pages II-22 to II-23, ITL No. 3 -- Information on Protection of
Endangered Whales: This potential stipulation advises lessees
that the Service's lease manager intends to limit or suspend oil
and gas drilling activity when endangered whales are close enough
to be jecpardized by potential oil spills and/or associated noise
disturbance, and that the lessee may be required to conduct
suitable monitoring programs concurrent with exploratory
operations to determine if whales are in the vicinity of their
activities. The Commission supports this stipulation and
recommends that it be included as part of each leasing
alternative, including the Proposed Action.

Pages IT-23 to ITI-24, ITL No. 4 ~- Information on Endangered
Whales: This stipulation is similar to ITL No. 3 and it advises

suspend certain noise producing activities, including geophysical-
seismic surveys, when endangered whales are close enough to be
Jjeopardized by potential noise related disturbance. It differs
from ITL No. 3 in that it does not reference possible requirements
that lessees conduct suitable monitoring programs concurrent with
these activities. The reason for this is not self-evident and it
seems to us that there would be merit in combining this ITL with
ITL No. 3 to advise lessees that they may be required to conduct
suitable monitoring programs in association with noise producing
activities such as geophysical-seismic surveys as well as oil and
gas drilling activities. Alternatively, the reason for omitting
reference to possible monitoring requirements for noise producing J

activities, including geophysical-seismic surveys, should be
explained.

Pages II-25 to II-26, ITL No. 7 -- Information on Subsistence
Whaling and Other Subsistence Activities: This notice advises
lessees of the importance of subsistence hunting and notes that
waters within 20 miles of the coast are used extensively by Alaska
Eskimos during the period from April to June. To provide the
lessees with a better basis for avoiding effects on subsistence
hunting by Alaska Natives, it would be useful to expand the notice
to identify the preferred hunting areas and seasons during which
polar bears, beluga whales, seals, and other species are taken for
subsistence purposes within the leasing area.

.

Unnumbered Pages Following Page II-27, Table II-14: This table
presents a summary and comparison of effects of the proposed and
alternative actions. Some of the conclusions set forth in this
table and elsewhere in the DEIS are based on a number of unstated
and, perhaps, unjustified assumptions. For example, in the
section entitled "Pinnipeds, Polar Bears, and Beluga Whales® it is
stated that "...losses of walruses, seals, polar bears, and beluga
whales would be replaced within one generation, representing MINOR
effects.” This conclusion assumes that the potentially affected
populations of these species are currently increasing or are at or
near carrying capacity levels. If their populations are declining
or stabilized below carrying capacity due to harvest or other non-

MMC-15

MMC-16

MMC-17
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natural mortality, the additional mortality could cause or
contribute to the decline such that losses would not be replaced
unless and until hunting or other sources of mortality were
eliminated or reduced. _
similarly, a statement is made that "[t]he seven oil spills 7
may have some local long-term effects on benthic prey of walruses
and bearded seals; however, the amount of benthic habitat and prey
affected is likely to be very small in comparison to the amount of
benthic resources available in the Chukchi Sea.” This statement
assumes that there would be suitable, unoccupied habitat near the MMC-18
areas that could be affected by the oil spills and/or that
movement of walruses and hearded seals from affected areas to
areas already occupied will not result in walrus or bearded seal
densities greater than the available food supplies can support. J

Additional examples are the statements that "...because the
walrus herds are widely distributed along the ice front, only a
small proportion of the calf population is likely to be disturbed
or injured (as a result of disturbance-induced stampedes)" and
that "...vessel traffic from the proposal is not likely to block
or significantly delay marine mammal migrations." The first of
these two statements assumes that the location of walrus nursery
herds and the ice that they are on would be stationary with
respect to air traffic patterns and that a significant number of
animals would not drift or move through areas that would be
affected by noise or disturbance from associated activities. The
second statement assumes that there always would be alternatives
to the migratory corridors being blocked and that delays in
migration would have no subsequent effects on survival or
reproduction. The latter assumption also applies to the
conclusions that effects on endangered bowhead and gray whales are
“expected to be short-term and temporary in nature consisting of
movements away from the sound source..."

MMC-19

Pages IIT-17 to III-18, Epontic Community: This section provides ]
information on the community of plants, animals and fish
associated with the undersurface of sea ice. As we understand it,
recent studies of ice edge enviromments in both the Antarctic and
Arctic suggest that these areas may be highly productive marine
habitats whose associated food chains may be of great importance
to many marine species, including marine mammals. For example, MMC-20
receding pack ice and associated currents may be important factors

in the timing and development of spring phytoplankton blooms along
the ice edge. As possible, this section of the DEIS should be
expanded to consider recent information on the potential
importance of ice edge communities to the regional marine
ecosystem. Subsequent sections of the DEIS should consider the
effaect of oil spills on the associated food chains.

Pages III-29 to ITI-34, Pinnipeds, Polar Bears and Beluga Whales:
This section provides a useful and succinct distillation of
relevant information on the abundance, distribution, trophic
relationships, and subsistence take of species of seals, walrus,

polar bears, and beluga whales in and adjacent to the leasing

area. The presentation appears to be based on a thorough review

of the available literature and the description of what is known

about these species is presented clearly and in an appropriate

level of detail. As discussed below, to provide a better basis

for assessing the reliability of the information presented, it

would be useful to expand this, and perhaps other sections of the mmc-21
DEIS, to better reflect uncertainties in available information.

Page ITII-32, Pacific Walrus: The first paragraph of the section T
notes that the Pacific walrus population numbers about 250,000 |
animals and that about 150,000 animals summer in the Chukchi Sea. l
It should be noted that Pacific walrus may be composed of two or
more discrete stocks. The animals which summer in and adjacent to
the proposed sale area may be part of an eastern stock which
winters in the southeastern Bering Sea. A separate western stock
of Pacific walrus also may exist which summers off the Chukotsk
Peningsula and winters in the northwest Bering Sea and Anadyr Gulf.
The degree to which these two groups mix or remain discrete is
presently unknown. In addition, it should be noted that the
referenced population estimates are from the early 1980's and

that, if the population presently is declining as indicated in the
last sentence on page IIXI-32, the actual population may be
substantially smaller than indicated by the referenced estimates. |

\Mmc-22

Pages III-33 to III-34, Polar Bears: The first paragraph of this W
section indlicates that there are two possible distinct populations
in Alaska (i.e., in the Chukchi Sea and the Beaufort Sea). It
would be useful to note that, while the two populations are
thought to be more or less discrete, information currently is
insufficient to determine the degree to which animals in the
Beaufort and Chukchi Seas constitute discrete stocks. The second
and third paragraphs of the section note that there is substantial
annual variation in the seasonal distribution and local abundance
of polar bears in the Alaska Beaufort and Chukchi Sea coasts, and
that drifting pack ice off the coast of the Chukchi Sea probably
gupports greater numbers of polar bears than shorefast or polar
pack ice. It should be noted that the effects of ice drift
patterns, topography, and lead development on polar bear movements
and distribution are not clearly understood and, thus, a detailed
assessment of habitat use patterns is not possible at this time.
The fifth paragraph of the section provides information on denning
locations and seasons. It would be useful to note that the
significance of pack-ice denning relative to mainland denning has
not yet been determined and that further research is needed to
determine precisely which areas are most critical for successful
denning.

Page IIX-34, Beluga Whales: The first paragraph of the section
notes that the North American population of beluga whales is
estimated to be at least 30,000 animals and that an estimated

2,500 - 3,000 animals frequent bays and estuaries of Kotzebue
Sound and the Alaska Chukchi Sea coast during the summer months.
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As we understand it, the degree of intermixing and interbreeding
among whales that summer in different regions, including the
Kasegaluk Lagoon, is not known but that beluga whales summering in
Kasegaluk Lagoon may represent a discrete population of animals.
It would be useful to expand the paragraph to note this point. 1In
addition, to indicate the reliability of estimated whale abundance
in the sale area, something like the following should be inserted

at the beginning of the last sentence of the paragraph:
systematic surveys and population estimates have not been
conducted along the Chukchi coast of Alaska,..."

“Although

Unnumbered Page Following Page III-48, Table III-18: This Table
provides information on annual subsistence harvests of marine
mammals. It notes that harvest data for polar bears between the
Years 1962 and 1971 are not available. As we understand it, data
on polar bear harvests during these years are available from the
Alaska Department of Fish and Game and should be included on this
Table. This comment also applies to Table ITI-19.

Page IV-A-2, Second Paragraph: This paragraph identifies criteria
used for identifying projects to be considered in the cumulative
effects assessment. Criteria (4) requires that ¥...the geographic
area of the influence of the proposed actions is contiguous to or
overlaps with the region that is the subject of environmental
assessment in this proposal."” certain projects that are not
necessarily contiguous to or overlapping the region considered in
this proposal may affect highly migratory species, such as
endangered whales and other marine mammals, found within the
proposed sale area only seasonally. We believe that such projects
should be considered in the assesgsment of cumulative impacts, and,
to reflect this point, this criteria should be rewritten to read
something like the following:

"(4) the environmental effect of the proposed action may

affect the environment, including seasonally occurring

living resources, within the region that is the subject of

environmental assessment in this propesal;..." ]
Page IV-A-2, Third Paragraph: This paragraph refers the reader to
Appendix G of the DELIS for a description of existing and planned
projects considered with respect to assessing cumulative impacts.
Project 17 in Appendix G identifies oil and gas development in the
Canadian Beaufort Sea. <¢iting a 1982 reference, it notes that
transport of Canadian hydrocarbons west is not currently being
considered. The second paragraph on page IV-A-3 notes that
westward tankering of Canadian crude oil is not higher than third
in prefarence.

As we understand it, Canadian interests are still actively
considering a year round tanker corridor through the Beaufort,
Chukchi, and Bering seas which would be kept open throughout the
winter by icebreakers and which would include lightering

operations beyond the U.S. territorial limit off Barrow. If this

Je L
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understanding is correct, Appendix G and this section, including
Table IV-1l, should be updated to identify and, as appropriate,
consider the operation and effect of a large scale tankering
operation.

(-

Pages IV-A~17 to IV-A-20, Toxicity of 0il in the Marine
Environment: This section discusses factors related to the
toxicity of oil in the marine environment and notes, among other
things, that "...low-molecular-weight components [of spilled oil}]
are more toxic but are rapidly lost through evaporation and
solution during the first days of a spill." It does not, but
should, indicate how evaporation or other factors would be
affected if the oil is entraped in or under ice.

Page IV-B-49 to IV-B-50, Carryover Paragraph: This paragraph
notes, among other things, that some polar bears and newly born
seal pups are likely to suffer direct mortality from oiling
through losgs of thermo-insulation and resulting hypothermia. The
paragraph should be expanded to note that oiling of seal pups,
polar bear cubs, and/or nursing seals or bears also could result
in ingestion of oil and disruption of mother-pup bonds causing the

-

Page IV-B-50, First Complete Paragraph: It is true that the
referenced studies by Geracl and St. Aubin provide a basis for
making judgements concerning the possible effects of oil contact
on beluga whales. However, there is no justification for
concluding that the study results are directly applicable and,
therefore, "...providing sufficient insight.® Therefore, the word
"sufficient" in the third line of this paragraph should be
deleted.

Pages IV-B-51, First Paragraph: Among other things, this
paragraph states that ringed, spotted and bearded seals, walruses,
and beluga whales are capable of moving from an area of local prey
depletion to other locations of prey abundance; that breeding
ringed seals may be an exception because they remain in local
areas during the pupping season; and that reduction of food
organisms (Arctic cod and epibenthic crustaceans) would persist
for no more than one season due to rapid recruitment of these food
organisms and "represents a MINOR effect." Although ringed,
spotted, and bearded seals, walruses, and beluga whales cbviously
are capable of moving from an area of local prey depletion to
other locations of prey abundance, it does not necessarily follow
that: there will be areas of prey abundance near areas where prey
is depleted; the animals will in fact move; the displaced animals
will be able to find these alternmative feeding areas; the ’
alternative areas will not already be occupied; and, if they are
already occupied, the increase in predator density will not result
in depletion of food supplies and ultimately affect greater
numbers of animals than would have been affected in the spill site
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Page IV-B-52, First Complete Paragraph:
expanded to indicate the size of the area that could be affected
by a 100,000 barrel spill and the densities (and thus number) of
ringed, spotted, and bearded seals that might occur in such areas.
Also, the last sentence of the paragraph should be expanded to
indicate some of the assumptions upon which it concludes that
"fl]lost seals would be replaced within one generation or less,
representing MINOR effects.® That is, something like the
following should be added to the end of the sentence:

%, ..provided the populations are stable or increasing at
the time of the spill and the spill does not result in any
significant degradation or destruction of food supplies or
other essential habitat components.™

Page IV-B-52, Second Complete Paragraph: This paragraph should be
expanded to indicate the number of polar bears denning on Wrangle
Island that likely would pass through the lease sale area after
they leave the Island.

Page IV-B-53, First Complete Sentence:
expanded to indicate some of the assumptions upon which it is
concluded that no more than 10-30 polar bears are likely to
encounter oil spills and that bears that are killed will be
replaced within one generation or less. That is, something like
the following should be added to the end of the sentence:

"...assuming that polar bears will avoid and not be
attracted to oil slicks and that the affected polar bear
population is not declining or stabilized due to Native
subsistence hunting or other possible forms of non-natural
mortality."

Page IV-B-53, First Complete Paragraph:
paragraph states that "[t]he death of some highly stressed
walruses attributed to one or more oil spills would be considered
a MINOR effect on the Pacific walrus population.®™ The rationale
for this conclusion is not self-evident. Does it, for example,
take into account the possibility that the walrus population may
be at or near the largest population supportable by available food
supplies, and thus be subject to substantial nutritional stress at
the present time, or, as indicated on page III-32, that the
population might currently be declining due to present high
harvest levels?

Page 1V-B~53, Second Complete Paragraph: The last sentence in
this paragraph should be expanded to indicate that the stated
conclusion assumes that the affected beluga whale population(s) is
(are) increasing or stabilized (as a result of natural mortality)
and that oil spills will have no significant adverse effects on
food supplies or other essential habitat components.

This paragraph should be 7

This sentence should be |

The last sentence in thiéw
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Pages IV~B-53 to IV-B-54, Carryover Paragraph: This paragraph
contains a number of statements that are not supported by the data
or references to supporting data. As examples, it is not
self-evident why:

= the effects of oil spills on the number or availability
of Arctic cod and epibenthic crustaceans would be short-
term (one season or less), with rapid recruitment from
adjacent areas after the spill has dispersed:

- o0il spill reduction of pelagic food sources of spotted
seals and beluga whales also is likely to be local near
the spill site and short-term due to the rapid
recruitment of pelagic fish from adjacent areas; and

- o0il contamination is not likely to affect overall clam
resources in walrus feeding areas.

Pages IV-B-54 to IV-B-56, Waterborne Noise: The first paragraph
of this section Identifies sources of waterborne noise associated
with the proposed action. The list of sources, and the analysis
of waterborne noise effects in the following paragraphs of the
section, should be expanded to consider noise and disturbance
effects from oil spill clean-up operations.

Page IV-B-57, First Complete Paragraph: This paragraph describes
the 1likelihood of bowhead whales encountering an oil spill of
10,000 barrels under open-water conditions. It should be expanded
to indicate the probability of contact if the spill occurred in
the spring and accumulated in a lead or polynya through which
bowhead whales may migrate. Likewise, the worst-case analysis
described in section IV-I should be expanded to assess the
possible consequences of a large oil spill occurring and
accumulating in the near-shore lead system during the spring
bowhead migration.

For reasons noted above, this statement |

Page IV-B-60, Conclusion:

would be more accurate 1f it was revised to read something like
the following:

"The effect of the Proposed Action on pinnipeds, polar
bears, and beluga whales cannot be predicted accurately,
but is not likely to be more than MINOR provided that the
stated assumptions are correct.”

Pages IV-B-60 to IV-B-65, Cumulative Effects: This section,
the preceding section, should be revised and expanded to provide a
clearer indication of the uncertainties and assumptions upon which
the conclusions are based. Also, the discussion of cumulative
effects does not consider the cumulative effect of various factors
throughout the range of the affected marine mammal populations.
For ‘example, the section on cumulative effects of oil spills only
considers spills expected to occur and affect the proposed sale
area. However, all marine mammal populations occurring in the

like 7]
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proposed leasing area are migratory and spend parts of their life
cycles in other proposed leasing areas.

Therefore, to provide a more complete and accurate assessment
of cumulative effects of oil spills on the marine mammal
populations of concern, this section should be expanded to
consider cumulative effects of spills occurring throughout their
respective population ranges. For example, walruses in the
proposed sale area are part of a population that migrates
seasonally between the southeastern Bering Sea and the western
Beaufort Sea and, thus, the discussion in this section should
consider the effects of oil spills occurring throughout the walrus
population's range, including those oil spills expected to occur
and potentially affect walruses in the St. George, Navarin,
Norton, and North Aleutian basins.

In addition, the subsection entitled "Overall Cumulative
Effects" should consider the effects of subsistence hunting and
other possible human activity on marine mammal populations. The
subsection entitled “Conclusions" should be revised to take into
account these additional analyses. J

Page IV-B-66, Second Paraqraph: This paragraph describes results
of a study by Braithwaite, Aley, and Slater (1983) of the
filtering efficiency of bowhead whale baleen fouled with crude
oil. The paragraph notes that, after eight hours of rinsing,
filtering efficiencies began to increase. It should be noted that
fresh crude oil was used in this study and that, because bowhead
whales are likely to ingest weathered oil which would differ in
consistency from that used in this study, cleansing rates observed
in this study could differ significantly from those that might
occur following an actual spill.

Page IV~B-67, Second Complete Paragraph: The third sentence of
thls paragraph cites results of a study which indicates that the
highest levels of naphthalene residue, a hydrocarbon indicator,
were found in toothed whale blubber, particularly Arctic beluga
whales and narwhals. The results of this study should be
discussed in the section of the DEIS concerning the effect of oil
spills on beluga whales.

In addition, the sixth sentence of the paragraph states that
", ..bowheads may be capable of metabolizing and excreting
polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons from oil; so it is unlikely that
petroleum hydrocarbons would accumulate to harmful levels in
bowhead tissues...". The conclusion in this sentence does not
follow from its premise. That is, if bowhead whales "may be
capable® of metabolizing and excreting polynuclear arcmatic
hydrocarbons, it is possible, not likely, that petroleum
hydrocarbons would not accuyulate to harmful levels. B
Page IV-B-71, Third Complete Paragraph: The last sentence in this
paragraph notes that: "(fjor the first 7 years, bowheads would be
exposed to industrial noise only during their fall migration; but
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for the remainder of the life of the field, the whales also would
be exposed during the spring migration period." It should be
noted that most, if not all, of the noise-effect studies done to
date have been in relatively open water areas in the summer and
fall and that it is not known whether bowhead whales will respond
to noise in relatively confined lead systems in the same way that
they respond to noise in circumstances which have been
investigated.

Page IV-B-72, Conclusion (Effect on Bowhead Whales):
conclusion in this paragraph, which states that the effect of
proposed Sale 109 on the bowhead whale population would be MINOR,
would be true only if all of the underlying assumptions are true.
That is, contact with o0il will not affect the longevity or
productivity of bowhead whales; oil will not affect bowhead whale
food supplies in ways which will result in decreased bowhead
survival or productivity; disturbance from vessel, aircraft,
drilling, and other related operations will not result in
decreased surxvival or productivity; and the western Arctic bowhead
population presently is increasing in size. There are a number of
uncertainties concerning the validity of these assumptions ang,
thus, uncertainty concerning the validity of the conclusion that
the effect of the Proposed Action on the bowhead whale population
would be minor.

This paragraph discusses |

Pages IV-B-73, First Complete Paragraph:
the cumulative risk of oil spills on bowhead whales. It should be
expanded to consider exposure to oil spills resulting from
drilling activity in the Canadian Beaufort Sea and associated
tankering of oil through the Beaufort, Chukchi, and Bering seas.

Page IV-B-73, Fourth Complete Paragraph: The second sentence of
this paragraph states that if bowhead whale. "calf losses occur
over saeveral years due to continued activities in the sale area, a
reversal of the apparently increasing population numbers would
occur..." Information sufficient to conclude that the size of the
bowhead whale population is increasing is not provided here or
elsewhere in the DEIS and, thus, this sentence should either be
revised to delete the reference to an increasing bowhead whale
population, or a reference or data should be provided to support
the assertion that the bowhead whale population is apparently
increasing in size.

Pages IV-G-5 to IV-G-6, Effects on Pinnipeds, Polar Bears and
Beluga Whales: This paragraph states that "(t)he effect of the
Coastal Deferral Alternative on pinnipeds, polar bears and beluga
whales is likely to be minor, the same as for the proposed
action.” The coastal habitats included in the deferral are
particularly important as seasonal denning areas for polar bears
and as summer habitat for beluga whales. Thus, while it may be
true that possible effects would be minor in both cases, it also
is true that the alternative likely would have less effect on
polar bears, beluga whales, and spotted seals. We therefore
recommend that effects of this alternative on these species be

The 7
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identified as likely to be less than that of the Proposed Action.
This same comment also applies to the effects of Alternative IV
(the Eastern Deferral Alternative) on polar bears, beluga whales
and spotted seals.

I hope these comments and recommendations are helpful. If
you or your staff have any questions concerning them, please let
me know.

sin ely,

oA

David W. Laist
Policy and Program Analyst

ce: Mr. William D. Bettenberg

Response MMC-1

Endangered-species consultation for proposed Sale 109 was initiated by the MMS
with the NMFS on March 25, 1986. Prior to receiving the Biological Opinion,
the MMS provided the NMFS with additional information on several occasions and
conducted informal discussions on the progress of the consultation. The MMS
received the NMFS Biological Opinion on endangered whales on September 1,
1987; the Sale 109 FEIS incorporates the NMFS' recommendations and the Opinion
is included in Appendix B.

Response MMC-2

Section IV.A.1 (OSRA) provides a clear description of the estimated number,
timing, and location of hypothetical oil spills. The OSRA and other assump-
tions are part of the "understood" basis for the predictive EIS analysis and a
foundation for the Secretary of the Interior’'s decision regarding the proposed
action. Assumptions about the extent and location of development activities
are given in Section II.A and Table II-1. Conclusions regarding the likely or
expected adverse effects on marine mammals are based on (1) the assumptions
stated in Section IV.A; (2) information on the biology of marine mammals in
the proposed sale area given in Sections IIT.B.4 and III.B.5; and (3) existing
information on the effects of oil spills, noise and disturbance, and habitat
changes discussed in Section IV.B.6.a(l) and (2), IV.B.6.b(1) and (2), and
IV.B.7.

Response MMC-3

See Response BIA-1. The analyses of Alternatives IV and VI recognize that the
effects of oil spills and noise and disturbance on marine mammals could be
reduced under both of these alternatives. (0Oil-spill risk is reduced from 34%
under the proposal to 21% under the Coastal Deferral, Alternative VI. See
Secs. IV.E.6 and IV.G.6, which recognize a reduction in oil-spill risks under
Alternatives IV and VI.) However, effects on marine mammals are still likely
to be MINOR, since populations of these marine mammals could still be affected
by offshore activities and o0il spills occurring in the western part of the
Sale 109 area--which would still be leased under Alternatives IV and VI (see
Table II~14, Summary and Comparison of Effects of the Proposal, Cumulative
Case, and Alternatives).

Response MMC-4

The following statements respond to recommended modifications of the Section
IV.B.6 analysis (Pinnipeds, Polar Bears, and Beluga Whales).

(a) The presale EIS cannot give specific information on postsale envi-
ronmental monitoring. Postsale monitoring will be established if and when oil
and gas exploration and development actually occur.

(b) There is no evidence to document or suggest the possibility that oil
spills (short-term effects) and/or noise disturbance (brief displacement
effects) associated with the proposal would cause foraging marine mammals to
be permanently displaced, or that there would be long-term movement to adja-
cent and already occupied areas--thus increasing animal densities in those
areas to levels that would damage or deplete food supplies. This concept
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never has been adequately documented in terrestrial ecosystems with stationary
habitats and nonmigratory mammal populations, let alone demonstrated in marine
environments with highly mobile populations.

(c) The EIS assesses the potential effects of the proposal on marine
mammal populations or segments of populations that are present in the proposed
sale area. To consider all projects--past, present, and future--over the
entire range of a species population would be an impossible task in a sale-
specific EIS. Many individuals and regional populations present in other
parts of a species' range are not going to be affected by the proposal. The
entire range of highly mobile marine mammals is covered in the FEIS on the
Proposed 5-Year OCS 0il and Gas Leasing Program (USDOI, MMS, 1987b)--the
appropriate place for an overall perspective.

(d) In the cumulative analysis, the EIS does consider other projects--
such as the Red Dog Mine~--as well as oil and gas activities.

Response MMC-5

The only new information on ice-algal productivity in the Chukchi Sea that we
are familiar with is Parrish (1987, as cited by Schell, 1987, oral comm.).
When new information is alluded to, it would be helpful if the commenter would
provide references (at least authors' names) so that we can more readily find
and examine the material in question. Some discussion of trophic interac-
tions, including input from ice algae, is found in Section III.B.1l.d (Trophic
Interactions); and the discussion of effects on trophic interactions is found
in Section IV.B.3.a(3)(d).

Response MMC-6

The text in Section 1.4 has been amended to address this concern.

Response MMC-7

The section in the DEIS referred to by the commenter described the MMS'
rationale for not evaluating a seasonal drilling restriction as a mitigating
measure; it was not a justification for concluding MINOR effects on endangered
whales. This section has been deleted from the EIS, since a seasonal drilling
restriction is analyzed in the FEIS. The effects of both exploration and
development and production on endangered whales are evaluated in Section
IV.B.7. Should a commercially producible quantity of o0il be discovered ‘and
development and production be proposed, a developmental EIS would be written
in which it would be determined what, if any, mitigating measures would be
needed during development and production.

In regard to the commenter's example of 200 wells assuring a virtual certainty
of a major spill, a probability distribution must be used to calculate the
probability of a spill with a greater number of wells. The example of 200
wells drilled would result in a 63-percent probability of one or more spills
of 1,000 barrels or greater. The MMS projects that 43 wells would be drilled
during exploration and delineation; at this activity level, the probability of
one or more oil spills of 1,000 barrels or greater occurring is 19 percent
(see Sec. IV.A.1 for additional information on oil~-spill risks). However, the
MMS realizes that the probability of an event occurring does not minimize the

-

potential effect of that event, should it ocecur. Therefore, throughout the
analysis of oil-spill effects (Secs. IV.B through IV.G), we have discussed the
effects that would result should a spill occur and contact the habitat of the
various species.

Response MMC-8

This concern is addressed in Response MMC-7.

Response MMC-9

A spill volume of 10,000 barrels rather than 100,000 barrels was used for the
computer-simulated oil-spill/whale-interaction model because a 10,000-barrel
spill was more representative of average~size o0il spills, which would be more
likely to occur. The initial results--included in the Sale 109 DEIS--were
essentially a few sample runs made by the contractor to demonstrate the
capability of the model. As a result, spill points generally were selected in
areas of high whale use rather than in areas more susceptible to oil spills,
in accordance with the assumed Sale 109 exploration and development and
production scenario. After delivery of the final report on the oil-spill/
whale~interactjon model (from which the affected bowhead population figures
were cited in the DEIS), the contractor notified the MMS of an error in the
model code and provided us with a corrected final report. As a result of
corrections in the model code, the estimated percentage of the bowhead popu-
lation that would be contacted by a simulated oil spill was reduced from 0.6
and 1.5 percent in the DEIS to 0.1 and 0.5 percent. Now that the model code
has been delivered to the MMS, we anticipate having it available for use in
predicting oil spills for future lease sales in the Bering, Chukchi, and
Beaufort Seas. 0il-spill/whale-interaction simulations could be run for
spills in a number of areas and time periods, with varied spill volumes--a
capability that the MMS has not had in the past.

The MMS agrees that the worst-case analysis for the bowhead whale should
address the spring migration; the text in Section IV.I has been amended
accordingly.

Response MMC-10

If the Sale 109 area shows some potential and industry is actively interested
in exploration, a field monitoring effort--probably similar to that conducted
in the Beaufort Sea--will be initiated. Further, the monitoring plan
undoubtedly would be continued in conjunction with any development and produc-
tion that followed in the Chukchi Sea. The Beaufort Sea monitoring program
and the Beaufort Sea study results have proven fruitful, and a substantial
baseline data set exists to assess perturbations in that area. The MMS also
has instituted a hydrocarbon-chemistry and heavy-metal determination on
sediments and bivalves in the Beaufort. In addition, the MMS has systemati-
cally monitored seabird colonies for several years. In FY's 1987 and 1988,
the MMS will support the FWS in their marine mammal-tissue analysis. Limited
seabird-tissue samples also will be collected for analysis and archival.
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Response MMC-11 .

The MMS does not believe that the changes suggested by the commenter are
necessary. The primary purpose of proposed Stipulation No. 3 (Protection of
Biological Resources) is to protect benthic communities, such as kelp beds, on
the lease itself, not to study migratory species. The appropriate place to
address the need for additional biological surveys--over and above benthic
surveys--is at the time of exploration-and-development-plan review and during
the State consistency-review process on a site-specific plan.

Response MMC-12

We agree with the commenter that an ITL is essentially a form of guidance to
the lessees. The intent of the ITL's is to advise the lessee of specific
concerns, policies, and administrative requirements related to the sale. The
MMS does not anticipate that there would be significant revision or modifica-
tion of these ITL's as a result of studies because studies are not directed at
the administrative issues addressed by the ITL's; however, the ITL's provide
flexibility to accommodate new information. If new information that changes
the need, intent, or purpose of ITL's is revealed through future studies, the
MMS can issue Notices to Lessees {(NTL's) or action letters on exploration
plans after the lease sale to specifically address the issue. (ITL's are
issued as part of the lease itself; NTL's are issued postlease.) During the
review of an exploration plan or a development and production plan, additional
issues may be identified and additional mitigating measures can be placed as
conditions for approval of the plan at that time. This process allows the MMS
to review each site-specific plan relative to currently available information
and to develop and implement appropriate mitigating measures to protect the
environment, where appropriate.

Response MMC-13

Under the guidelines of potential ITL No. 1 (Information on Bird and Marine
Mammal Protection), vessel and aircraft operators would be in violation of the
recommended criteria if they diverted their crafts off course for the purpose
of observing wildlife. Therefore, the MMC-suggested revision to ITL No. 1 is
not necessary.

The text in Section II.H.2 (Effectiveness of ITL No. 1) has been amended to
address this concern regarding polar bears.

Response MMC-14

As noted in Section IV.A.2.e, permission from the USCG on-scene coordinator
must be obtained for the use of dispersants in spill response. The chain of
command for receiving permission for dispersant usage would be detailed in the
lessee's oil-spill-contingency plan prior to any exploration; therefore, it is
not necessary to duplicate this information in the ITL.

Response MMC-15

ITL No. 4 does not directly reference possible monitoring requirements for
noise-producing activities. However, it does state that a Notice to Lessees
(NTL), similar to NTL No. 86-2 for the Beaufort Sea, will be issued prior to

proposed Sale 109. Monitoring requirements for endangered whales during
geophysical seismic operations are contained within NTL No. 86-2 for the
Beaufort Sea (and likewise will be specified within the Sale 109 NTL), which
lists performance standards for preliminary activities,

Although they could have been combined, ITL Nos. 3 and 4 were not combined
because ITL No. 3 was developed mainly to protect whales from oil spills, and
ITL No. 4 was developed to protect whales from noise disturbance.

The commenter is referred to two new potential mitigating measures that are
evaluated in the FEIS: Stipulation No. 6, Industry Site-Specific Bowhead
Whale-Monitoring Program, and ITL No. 5, Information on Endangered Whales and
MMS Monitoring Program. These measures are directly relevant to concerns
about monitoring the effects of oil and gas activities on endangered whales.

Response MMC-16

ITL No. 9 (Information on Subsistence Whaling and Other Subsistence
Activities) states that lessees should consult with local communities to
develop a program that would minimize disturbance of subsistence-hunting
activities. Information regarding hunting ranges and seasons would be
discussed during consultation with the communities. This information also is
provided in Section III.C.2.b of this EIS. As can be seen by the length of
the description of subsistence activities in Section III of this EIS, to
include descriptions of all . the hunting areas in an ITL would be
inappropriate.

Response MMC-17

Table II-14 presents a summary of analyses and conclusions, the rationales of
which are thoroughly developed in Section IV.B. There is no conclusive
evidence that any species of nonendangered marine mammal population that
occurs in the proposed sale area is declining or is stabilized below carrying
capacity due to harvest or other unnatural mortality, especially to the degree
that the few mortalities potentially associated with oil spills or other
potential effects from the proposal would cause further losses that would last
beyond one generation. In order for the potential losses of a small number of
marine mammals, such as polar bears (perhaps 30 deaths over the 30-year life
of the proposal) and walruses (perhaps 50 to 100 deaths at most over the
30-year life of the proposal), to cause an effect lasting for more than one
generation, these species' populations would have to be at a substantially
lower level than they currently are--which would be an unreasonable assump-
tion. The EIS does not assume that potentially affected marine mammal popula-
tions are necessarily increasing or are at or near carrying-capacity levels;
on the other hand, the EIS does not assume that pinniped, polar bear, or
beluga whale populations are endangered or severely depleted, since there is
no evidence to suggest that. The EIS assumes that the status of marine mammal
populations varies from year to year, with some populations declining to
increasing over the life of the proposal.

Response MMC-18

The EIS does not assume that there would be unoccupied walrus-feeding habitats
near the small areas (a few km?/spill) of bottom sediments that may be contam-
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inated by the estimated seven oil spills over the life of the field. In the
first place, it is very unlikely that most of these spills and oil would
significantly contaminate the benthic habitat, even in local areas, let alone
that the contamination would persist for more than 1 year due to the natural
mixing and dispersion of bottom sediments.

Response MMC-19

Contrary to the comment, the EIS does not assume that the location of walrus-
nursery herds and the ice that they are on would be stationary relative to
air-traffic routes. Because the ice front is always moving, the EIS assumes
just the opposite. Due to the constant movement of the ice front (understood
per Sec. III.A.3 [Physical Oceanography] and Sec. III.A.4 [Sea Ice]), aircraft
would not be flying over the same ice floes and pinniped-haulout or nursery
areas on the ice. Thus, the same concentrations of walruses and seals would
not be repeatedly disturbed. In fact, the nursery-haulout areas would have to
be located under an aircraft flight path at the time when an aircraft passed
overhead {and only if at a low altitude) in order to be disturbed. Such a
sequence of events is likely to be very uncommon or rare, even with a number
of drilling platforms present in the sale area. The EIS does not need to
assume that there would be alternative migration corridors, since there is no
evidence that icebreakers or drilling platforms would actually block the
whale-migration corridors. Drilling platforms are no more than a few hundred
meters wide or long, while the ice-lead system/migration path is about 20
kilometers or more wide.

_ Response MMGC-20

See Response MMC-5.

Response MMC-21

The purpose of Section III is to describe the environment that may be affected
by the proposal--not to examine the uncertainties in available information.
The purpose of the EIS is to come to a conclusion with a specific effect
level--such as MINOR effects on pinnipeds, polar bears, and beluga whales--
based on the best available scientific information and on exploration and
development assumptions made about the proposal. It is the judgment of the
MMS that the information available is adequate for the purposes of allowing
the Secretary of the Interior to make a decision concerning leasing.

Response MMC-22

This concern is addressed in Response MMC-21.

Response MMC-23

This concern is addressed in Response MMC-21.

Response MMC-24

There is no data available to indicate that the Kasegaluk Lagoon beluga whales
are a discrete population from the whales that migrate through the sale area
during the spring. Any speculation on stock-population discreteness is not

critical for the EIS assessment or for the Secretary to reach a decision
concerning leasing. The abundance of beluga whales in the proposed sale area
is quite reliable, since most of the beluga whales occurring in the sale area
have been surveyed and censused on their summer range in Canada or in Kotzebue
Sound during the spring.

Response MMC-25

Prior to 1971, polar bear-harvest data were compiled by totals for the State--
not by community (Schliebe, 1987, oral comm.)--and are not included in these
tables. In 1980, the FWS began collecting harvest data to document the sex,
age, chronology, and locations of harvested polar bears. Data for 1980 to
1982 were revised to reflect more current harvest data (see Tables IIT1-17,
I1I-18, and III-19).

Response MMC-26

The criteria for identifying projects considered in cumulative-effects
assessment have been removed from the text (see Response EPA-2). We concur
that projects not contiguous to or overlapping are appropriately included in
this EIS; a review of the projects in either Table IV-2 or Appendix G will
show that projects from western Canada to the Bering Strait are included. The
cumnlative analyses in Section IV.B.7, which address highly mobile marine
mammals, include projects in the Bering as well as Chukchi Seas. The entire
range of highly mobile marine mammals is covered in the FEIS on the Proposed
5-Year OCS 0il and Gas Leasing Program (USDOI, MMS, 1987b)--the appropriate
place for an overall perspective.

Response MMC-27

The text in Appendix G (Project No. 17) has been revised to reflect recently
announced plans to develop the Amauligak Field in the Canadian Beaufort Sea.

Response MMC-28

The text in Section IV.A.2.f has been amended to address this concern.

Response MMC-293

The possibility of oil ingestion by nursing seal pups and polar bears that
become oiled is discussed in Section IV.B.6.a. Disruption of the mother/pup
bond is likely to be a problem only with subarctic pinnipeds such as northern
fur seals, which are believed to use their sense of smell to identify their
young and to congregate in large herds where identification of young is
difficult. Ice seals found in the Arctic use vocalizations to identify mother
and pup; walruses also probably use vocalizations to identify mother and calf,
whose bonds are very strong.

Response MMC-30

Extrapolating the results of studies on one species to another is not always
subject to great uncertainty. Beluga whales, dolphins, and porpoises are
closely related cetacean species. Knowledge of the effects of oil contact on
dolphins is applicable to beluga whales.
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Response MMC~31

This concern is addressed in Response MMC-4(b).

Response MMC-32

A 100,000-barrel oil spill occurring in the spring-ice-lead system (marine
mammal-migration corridor) would encompass an area of less than 1 square
kilometer as a continuous oil slick before being encapsulated in the ice. 0il
from the spill that did not freeze into the ice would pass across the lead
system as a narrow, broken band of oil--perhaps 100 meters wide--and would
persist in the local system for no more than a few days before being pushed
beyond the ice or before drifting past the lead due to the wind. The densi-
ties of ringed, spotted, and bearded seals would be less than 10 per square
kilometer. The text of Section IV.B.6.a(3) has been amended to include the
area of the spill and the density of seals. The EIS does not assume that the
seal populations are stable or increasing in order for the expected effect to
be MINOR; and no long-term degradation or destruction of food sources is
likely to occur--even from a large spill of 100,000 barrels or more (see Sec.
IV.B.6.a(2)).

Response MMC-33

The number of polar bears moving through the proposed sale area is not known
but would vary considerably from year to year and season to season as the
distribution of polar bears changes with ice conditions and the availability
of prey (seals) (see Sec. III.4.b).

Response MMC-34

If an estimated 10 to 30 bears were directly or indirectly killed by oil
spills, this would represent a MINOR effect on the polar bear population
(about 2,000 bears) present in the proposed sale area because natural recruit-
ment would replace killed individuals within one generation, regardless of
whether the population was stable or increasing.

Response MMC-35

There is no conclusive evidence that the Pacific walrus population is under
stress due to being at or near habitat carrying capacity or food limitation.
If the population were declining due to high harvest rates, this increased
harvest would reduce the stress on the walrus population--~if the population
were at carrying capacity--and on its food sources. Because walruses are
likely to suffer few or no lethal effects from contact with oil (see Sec.
IV.B.6.a, Effects of 0il Spills), few individual walruses are likely to die
regardless of the population's status; and the death of a small number of
walruses would be a MINOR effect regardless of the population's status.

Response MMC-36

0il spills are very unlikely to have any effect on the ‘availability of beluga

whale-food sources due to the abundance of their prey and to their ability to

move from one area of food abundance to another (see Sec. III.B.6.a(2),

Indirect Effects of 0il). The few--if any--beluga whales killed from short-
term (probably not more than a few minutes') contact with an oil spill would
have NEGLIGIBLE effects on the whale population, regardless of the population
status.

Response MMC-37

Effects of oil spills on the number or availability of arctic cod, epibenthic
crustaceans, clam resources of walruses, and other pelagic or benthic food
sources of seals and beluga whales discussed in Section IV.B.6.a(3) are
supported by the analyses given in Section IV.B.3 (Effect on Lower-Trophic-
Level Organisms) and Section IV.B.4.a(2) (Effect on Fishes).

The text in Section IV.B.6.a(3) has been amended to include references to
Sections 1V.B.3 and IV.B.4.

Response MMC-38
Oil-spill-cleanup operations would include the same types of noise sources

discussed in Section IV.B.6.b{(1) (see Airborne Noise [aircraft] and Waterborne
Noise [boats]).

Response MMC-39

The text in Sections IV.B.7.a and IV.I has been amended to address this
concern.

Response MMC-40

The uncertainty of effect prediction is understood and need not be stated in
the conclusion. The analysis is based on assumptions that are described in
Sections II.A and IV.A.

Response MMC-41

These concerns are addressed in Responses MMC-4(c) and MMC-26 in regard to
cumulative effects, and in Response MMC-2 in regard to uncertainties in
environmental assessment and assumptions made in the analysis.

Response MMC-42

The text in Section IV.B.7.a(l) has been amended to address this concern.

Response MMC-43

One of the highest levels of naphthalene residue was not found in beluga
whales but rather in harbor porpoises, with no apparent adverse effect on the
porpoises (Geraci and St. Aubin, 1982). The text in Section IV.B.7.a(1) has
been amended to address this concern regarding bicaccumulation of petroleum
hydrocarbons in bowhead whales.
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Response MMC-44

The text in Section IV.B.7.a has been amended by adding a section on potential
effects on spring-migrating bowheads.

Response MMC-45
There are uncertainties associated with predicting the potential effects of
any project. The MMS believes that the EIS conclusions express the most

likely level of effect based upon the best scientific data available for the
Sale 109 area.

Response MMC-46

The text in Section IV.B.7.a (Cumulative Effects) has been amended to address
this concern.

Response MMC-47

The text in Section IV.B.7.a (Cumulative Effects) has been amended to address
this concern.

Response MMC-48

This concern is addressed in Response MMC-3.
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Washington, D C 20230

OFFICE OF THE COMPTROLLER

June 2, 1987

Mr. Richard Miller
Mineral Management Service
Department of the Interior
18th & C Streets, Nw

Roam 2520

wWashington, DC 20240

Dear Sir:

This is in reference to your Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the 1988
Outer Continental Shelf 0il ard Gas Lease Sale 109 in the Chucki Sea,

Enclosed are comments from the National Oceanic amd Atmospheric
Administration,

We hope our camments will assist you. Thank you for giving us an opportunity
to review the document.

Sincerely,

Ol Tt Lo

David Cottingham
Ecology and Conservation Division

Enclosure

cc: Bohne

UNI:I'ED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Nat i O ic and At heric Administration

NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION COMMENTS ON
LEASE SALE 109 IN THE CHUKCHI SEA

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
has reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
for outer continental shelf (OCS) o0il and gas lease sale No.
109 in the northeastern Chukchi Sea, which is scheduled for
May 1988. Our comments on this document follow:

GENERAL COMMENTS

The Chukchi Sea is a frontier area, not only in terms of
petroleum development but also in terms of environmental
knowledge. Unlike the southeastern Chukchi Sea where
intensive, coordinated studies were carried out in the
coastal and offshore areas as part of "Project Chariot”

in the early 1960s, research in the Sale 109 area has been
sporadic. The area has typically been studied as part of a
larger research projects (i.e., tracing of advected water
from the northern Bering Sea to the Beaufort Sea and beyond)
or to compare its biota with those of the nearshore Beaufort
Sea (i.e., comparison of the habitat use in Peard Bay with
that in the Simpson Lagoon}).

Because a lease sale in the northern or southern Chukchi Sea |
has been on or off the Department of the Interior's OCS
planning schedule over the past ten years (Sale 57, with a
proposed sale date of December 1978, was included in the 0OCS
Planning Schedule dated June 1975), the intensity of research
efforts has varied accordingly. As a conseguence, many
research needs have not been fulfilled and important data

gaps remain to fully evaluate potential impacts of the
proposed lease sale and of its alternatives. Some OCS studies,
which were initiated recently in the northeastern Chukchi

Sea, are still underway.

The DEIS presents information on the environment of the lease
area in a clear and concise manner. It also however reflects
the variable nature of the current environmental data base.
Although we differ on some of the conclusions, the discussions
of potential impacts to marine mammals and endangered species
is more balanced and current than has appeared in other

recent DEIS's.

Mitigating Measures

There are three Information to Lessees (ITL's) in the DEIS
that are of interest to us. Two are of considerable concern.

NOAA-1
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° ITL No. 1 - Information on Bird and Mammal Protection. i

Recent amendments to the Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA)
and Endangered Species Act (ESA) now allow for the incidental
taking of depleted as well as non-depleted species of marine
mammals under certain conditions. It is intended that the

same statutory requirements and processes now applied to the
incidental taking of non-depleted marine mammals (i.e., Letters
of Authorization) will be applicable to depleted species. The
standard to be applied in such authorizations is "negligible
impact®™ as contained in subparagraph (5) (A) (i) of the MMPA
with reference to the affected population of marine mammals.

Lessees should be advised in this ITL that incidental takings
of depleted marine mammals are only allowed when the statutory
requirements are met and Letters of Authorization obtained.
Regulations are being promulgated for issuing these Letters of
Authorization. Activities that are likely to "take" depleted
marine mammals will be subject to these regulatory requirementsij

° ITL No. 3 ~ Information on Protection of Endangered Whales -
° ITL No. 4 - Information on Endangered Whales.

These ITL's consider the authority of the Regional Supervisor,
Field Operations (RSFO), over oil and gas drilling activities
or noise-producing activities that "would be likely to
jeopardize the continued existence" (ITL No. 3) or "would be
likely to result in jeopardy to the species” (ITL No. 4). We
believe the wording of these ITL's are inappropriate, in that
these jeopardy determinations are beyond the authority of the
Regional Supervisor under Section 7 of the ESA (16 USC Section
1536); and the level of impacts that can be allowed under
that provision of the law. As discussed above, the standard
of "negligible impact” applies to any allowable "takings"
under ESA and MMPA. Takings that are considered more than
negligible are illegal and cannot be permitted. The RSFO
(via MMS), pursuant to 50 CFR Sections 402.13 and 402.18 must
consult with the National Marine Fisheries Service for any
circumstances where the effect of the permitted activities is
believed to be more than negligible, or exceeds the level of
incidental takings permissible in Letters of Authorization.
The determination of jeopardy is a more in depth and involved
process, the authority for which exists under Section 7 of
the ESA, and rests solely, for endangered whales, with the
Secretary of Commerce.

Since the RSFO does have authority to limit or suspend oil
and gas drilling activities on the lease in situations where
the impact is "more than negligible or is unauthorized," we
suggest that this standard be used in these ITL's.

NOAA-2

NOAA-3

Impacts on the Spring Migration of Bowhead Whales ) -

Our major concern with the leasing proposal is the potential
for major long-term impacts resulting from disturbance to
the migrations of bowhead whales in the spring-lead systems.
We believe that year-round production activities in this
migration corridor have the potential to displace, delay,

or block successful migrations and the entire population
could be affected. The whales would be particularly
vulnetrable to oilspills in the leads also.

These impacts of year-round activities in th: spring migration
corridor are not sufficiently considered in the DEIS. Although
a Coastal Deferral is proposed (Alternative VI), the level

of mitigation associated with the alternative is minimized

and stated to be the same as the proposal - MINOR. We believe
a more careful and thorough consideration of impacts under

the proposal (Alternative I) is neccessary. We believe that
such an assessment would show potentially MAJOR impacts could
occur during the spring migration. These impacts could be
reduced by adopting Alternative VI.

Coastal Deferral (Altermative VI)

Because of our concern expressed above for the spring migration |
of bowhead whales, we believe that Alternative VI - the Coastal
Deferral - is an appropriate mitigation option for avoiding major
long-term impacts to this endangered species. Although explora-
tion could be conducted in the coastal area and be timed to avoid
the spring migration, we cannot foresee how potential year-round
development and production activities can be so timed to avoid
the spring migration. J

Fishery Impacts Analyses

The DEIS frequently concludes that oil and gas activities will
have only MINOR effects on fish populations within the lease
area. These conclusions are not well supported by the data
analysis. The Chukchi Sea is a frontier area relative to
other areas of the North Slope of Alaska, and very little is
known about the distribution or abundance of anadromous and
marine fish populations within the area. There is very little
baseline fisheries data in this area.

The DEIS relies solely upon data collected in 1983 to support
its assessment of effects on fish populations, treating it

as if it constituted a complete and extensive baseline. The
abundance of anadromous and marine fish was low in the Sale
area in 1983, but the limitations of the baseline make it
difficult or impossible to determine how this relates to a
longer time period. Despite the limitations of the baseline

NOAA-4

NOAA-5

NOAA-6
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data, the DEIS continually concludes that effects will be
MINOR by assuming that patterns of distribution and abundance
observed in 1983 are representative of multi-year patterns
that predominate in the sale area. Because it does not
consider the possibility of fish to be more abundant than
they were in 1983, the DEIS effectively makes only a "best
case® assessment. The paucity of data on fish populations in
the region makes a "reasoned worst case® analysis more
appropriate.

The cumulative effects analysis should also be strengthened.
The document should reexamine its assumptions about the
ability to mitigate adverse effects on fisheries through
existing regulatory processes. It should demonstrate how
activities directly associated with the lease sale will inter-
act with other projects to create effects that are cumulative.
As currently drafted, the DEIS effectively makes only a "best
case" assessment in lieu of a more realistic and comprehensive
assessment.

Use of Existing Information

The DEIS should consider the substantial amount of available
data in the description of the environment, particularly on
physical sciences. For example, the OCSEAP Bibliography
cites over forty reports submitted since 1983 dealing with
the oceanography and meteorology of the Chukchi Sea. The DEIS
does not incorporate much of the available information and
cites only two of the post-1982 references. Rather, it
relies on a review of physical sciences data done by the 'U.S.
Geological Survey in anticipation of Sale 85. Figures III-6
and III-7, depicting ocean circulation in the surface and
sub-surface layers, respectively, are taken from Grantz, et
al. (1982 B). The two figures in Grantz, et al (1982 b)
were drawn after similar figures in Coachman, Aagaard and
Tripp (1976); which, in turn, was a review of historic data
incorporating information obtained up to 1974. The reader is
not given the benefit of the current state of knowledge.

Given that the MMS-sponsored studies were conducted to
establish information needed for the assessment and manage-
ment of environmental impacts which may result from offshore
oil and gas development (43 U.S.C. 1346), the absence of
results from those studies in the DEIS is disappointing.

As a consequence, the information base depicted in the DEIS
does not afford a full and complete consideration of environ-
mental factors in reaching leasing and development decisions,
as required under the National Environmental Policy Act

(42 U.S.C. 4321-4347).

NOAA-7

NOAA-8

Sea Ice Distribution

The text of this section is well written, but the data base
is dated. The data and figures are temporally and spatially
too broad to be meaningful. The text does not include
information and analysis provided by Stringer and Groves
(l98§, in part supported as Research Unit 663). This report
provides the most comprehensive ice recursion analysis to
date. Based on a twelve year record for the Chukchi and
Beaufort seas, it includes, among several other attributes,
weekly frequency of occurrence and minimum and maximum
values of ice coverage, maps of average and median dates of
ice break-up and freeze-up for many localities in the study
area, a descriptive calendar of significant events related
to the ice-~edge.

S

Sea Ice Hazards

Very little information is presented with which to evaluate
potential hazards to structures, vessels and facilities due
to sea ice. We believe it is inappropriate to state

that’ because the petroleum industry has operated in the
Canadian Beaufort Sea and other areas with sea ice, safe
oper;tions can be expected in the Chukchi Sea as well. To
mention just as an example, convergence of the ice floes
(or ice cover) is frequently observed in the Beaufort,
Chukchi and Bering seas. This generates an additional
component of resistance due to increased side friction on
ships. Today's ships can be stopped in such pressured ice,
and when such pressured ice is in motion, which it usually
is, ships may be carried aground or damaged.

Structural Icing

The DEIS does not consider structural icing as an hazard to
vessels in the Chukchi Sea. Such a hazard in the northem
Chukchi Sea is likely to occur in September and October.

In the northern Bering and along marine transportation routes
further south, meteorological conditions conducive to
structural icing are more prevalent (OCSEAP Research Unit
519). The nomogram used by Research Unit 519 was revised

in 1984, the new one shows icing rates twice those described
by Research Unit 519. Even more recent contributions on

the subject are described in NOAA/PMEL Technical Memorandum
66, 1986, and in the Journal of Climatology and Applied
Meteorology 1986).

Geological Hazards

The DEIS should give greater consideration to hazards to bottom-
founded structures due to the morphology and dynamic features
of the seabed. Of particular concern ate ice gouging, strudel

NOAA-9
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storm~generated currents, and sediment with permafrost
and associated gas hydrates.

scour,

Very little data exist on the strength and engineering
properties of sediment on the bottom of the Chukchi Sea, such
as those caused by gas-charging of sediments. Gas~charged
sediments are widespread in the northern Bering Sea, covering
over 7,000 km2, and in the Beaufort Sea. Such sediments may
also be present in the Chukchi Sea but their presence has not
been investigated. Much of the gas is usually biogenic; it
originates at shallow depths in the seabed, and nearly all of
it is methane. The occurrence of thermogenic gas in sediments
is appavently much more restricted. Further, as noted in the
DEIS, the presence and distribution of perennial and seasonal
permafrost in the Sale 109 area is presently unknown. This
lack of information is a serious shortcoming in the evaluation
of current and future development scenarios.

Anchor_ Ice

The presence of anchor ice in the northern Chukchi Sea has beerﬂ
demonstrated (Research Unit 205) but not discussed in the DEIS.
Anchor ice (Not the same thing as ice-bonded sediment mentioned
on p. III-3) can be found wherever there is turbulent, super-
cooled water, for example in shallow areas of the Beaufort Sea
and in the Chukchi Sea. Under certain conditions, its distri-
bution can be widespread if not ubiquitous over large areas.
Its presence and subsequent lifting is potentially dangerous
to bottom-founded structures. Experimental data have shown
that anchor ice is able to lift up to 122 g of sediment per
liter of ice-~sediment mixture by buoyancy force alone.

Ocean Circulation

As mentioned earlier, the DEIS does not consider much of the
existing data on coastal and offshore water circulation. Data
are currently available on oceanographic events and features
that are relevant to evaluate potential impacts of oil and
gas development in the vegion. These include: the formation
and persistence of eddies downstream from promontory land
forms along the coast which may retard or trap the transport
of water-borne pollutants (Research Units 531, 646, 641), the
occurrence and persistence of the flaw lead in the spring
(Research Units 646, 663, 567), observational records and
simulation of coastal and shelf circulation (Research Units
91, 205, 435, 531, 646), meteorological influences, including
storm surges, on water circulation and pollutant transport
(Research Units 435, 519, 627, 646), and effect of ice in
the transport of spilled oil (Research Units 87, 567, 568).

Extreme Events

There is little discussion of extreme oceanographic
conditions which must be considered in planning any arctic

NOAA-13
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offshore development. Such conditions are typically described
in terms of exceedance probabilities or return periods of the
event of phenomenon of interest, e.g., extreme wave height.
The information is used to calculate design wave loads,
freeboard elevation, estimated sediment erosion and scour, and
predict damage to slope protection for gravel islands.

Primary Production

It is simplistic to describe primary production as "conversion 1
of solar energy into carbon by plants” (p. III-16 and elsewhere).

The influence of the Gulf of Anadyr water in the Sale 109
area can only be minimal; its area of primary influence is
the Bering Strait and southern Chukchi Sea. It is also
incorrect to compare the Bering Strait primary production
with data from "any other arctic area” as reviewed by Subba
Rac and Platt {1984). Bering Strait data should not be
construed to represent arctic conditions or those extant in
the Sale 109 area.

The DEIS also does not consider the importance of bacteria and
mu-flagellates in the context of overall primary productivity
of the region. Although data are very few, the importance of
these organisms was demonstrated in the Peard Bay ecosystem
study (Research Unit 641). :

Lower Trophic Level Invertebrates

Wing (1972) provided little or no numerical data on the
distribution of zooplankton, except collectively for copepods.
Wing (1974, NOAA Technical Report NMFS SSRF-679), is a much
more informative refevence, describing numerical abundance of
over sixty taxa, relationship between hydrography and species
distribution, differences between nearshore and offshore
zooplankton assemblages.

iy

Data on the invertebrates collected with a mid-water trawl

from the northeastern Chukchi Sea are described by Wing and Barr
(1977, NOAA Technical Report, NMFS SSRF-710). The omission

of these studies from the description of the Sale 109 environ-
ment makes the already limited data on lower trophic level biota
in this region even more meagre.

J L

The presence of only two benthic infaunal groups in the Sale
109 area (Figure III-14) can only be viewed in the context of
analyzed data, which extend from the southeastern Bering Sea
to the northern Chukchi Sea. Any other interpretation of results
from the clustering technique used would be misleading. Within
the northeastern Chukchi Sea, faunal groups are expected to
correspond to five or so distinct sedimentary regimes, as noted
by Research Unit 205. ’
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Fish Resources

The DEIS does not recognize that the existing information base
on fisheries of this area is extremely limited for impact
analysis. Too much is made of data from exploratory fishing
surveys and extrapolation of information from the southern
Chukchi and northern Bering seas. There is no scientific
basis to consider the limited data obtained in the nearshore
waters of northeastern Chukchi Sea (Research Unit 635) as a
baseline.

Birds
This section does not discuss the decline in the murre 7
population at Cape Thompson. This species underwent a decline
of approximately 40% between early 1960's and 1976, and
continued to decline an additional 20% through 1982, the last
year the colony was censused. The population loss is probably
a response to lowered reproductive success. Since over 90%

of the nesting seabirds are rated highly vulnerable and
sensitive to impacts from oil spills and other environmental
disturbances (p. III-28), the problem of population losses
should be viewed in greater detail in the DEIS.

0il Ingested by Bowhead Whale

The question of pathological consequences of oil ingestion
by the bowhead whale should be more fully examined. It is
stated on p. IV-B-67 (paragraph 3) that "any small quantity
of ingested oil would be broken down .... and would not
block the intestine (Hansen 1985)." Hansen (1985), a semi-
technical review prepared by an MMS employee from which many
statements are copied verbatim in this section of the DEIS,
provides no reference or documentation to support this
statement. Further, the assertion is qualified to apply to
small quantities of ingested oil; the possible consequences
of a greater amount of ingested oil are not considered. The
statement that bowhead whales "possess enzymes capable of
metabolizing or detoxifying ... ingested oil (Hansen 1985)"
is also without scientific reference or supportive data in
the publication cited.

The Worst Case Scenario

It is hard to imagine a worst case scenario involving potential
impacts on the bowhead whale population that does not consider
an oil spill during spring. We do not agree with the
specifications of the "worst case scenario®™ as given in Section
IV-I. Because of habit and habitat, bowhead whales during
their spring migration in the Chukchi Sea are closely tied to
the flow lead zone which normally occurs in the northeastern

NOAA-20

NOAA-21

NOAA-22

NOAA-23

Chukchi Sea. O0il spilled in the area during spring will tend
to concentrate in leads {and breathing holes for seals, etc.
in the nearshore), would be pushed against edges of ice floes
due to wind, would not be cleaned, and would weather slowly.
It would not be possible to herd the whales out of the lead
system. An undetermined, adverse impact on a significant
portion of the whale population could put further restriction
on the subsistence use of the species. The above factors must
be considered in any evaluation of impact resulting from a
"worst case scenario.”

Magnitude of Impacts

We cannot agree with the determination of MINOR impact on W

various biota given statements on acute mortality, reduced
reproductive potential, other sub-lethal effects, and loss

of habitat resulting from exposure to spilled oil. As
mentioned earlier, reduced reproductive success has been shown
to result in a continued, long-term decline of the murre
population. In our opinion, the conclusion of MINOR impact is
inappropriate to the range and severity of potentially harmful
impacts described in the impact analysis. We also find it
hard to believe that impact on macrophytes, for which only a
couple of incidental observations have been recorded and
which do not materially contribute to the overall primary
productivity of the region, is MODERATE.

A examination of deduced impacts from the proposed action and
the alternatives would also show that overall impact on biota
does not change after substantial reduction in the lease sale
acreage, i.e., alternatives of eastern, southemn and coastal
deferrals. Since the deferral alternatives weve developed
ostensibly to protect important habitats and to provide a
protective buffer for continued subsistence activities, the
impact analysis shows no change because of such deletions.

It must be that the existing data base or the data selected

for use in the impact analysis do not have sufficient resolution
to discern relative changes in the biota due to the alternatives.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

p.I1I-3. para. l:
during the spring (April through June) should not further
reduce the average time for the operation of floating uwnits,
which is given as Auqust through October.

p.I1I-13, para. l:
low-resource case would require the use of ice-breaking tankers
operating year-round. The nature and feasibility of this form
of transportation, and its environmental implications, should
be thoroughly addressed in the DEIS as a potential consequence
of the proposed lease sale.

Imposing a restriction on downhole operations T

It appears from this discussion that the T

NOAA-24
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p.II-13, para. 2: It is unclear why the transportation scenario
for the high-resource case is different from that fqr t_:he mean-
case, or conversely, why this transportation scenario is not

considered feasible for the mean case. Since the impacts NOAA-28
associated with the transportation scenarios are a major concemm

with the proposed leasing, additional detail should be given on

the economic and other justifications of each transportation

altermative.

p. III-1, para. 1, and Fig. III,1: The location of Blossom ] -
Shoals should be shown in Fig. III-1. NOAA-29

p. II1I-2, para. 6: Figure III-5 does not identify the sand-wave NOAA-30
fields mentioned here.

p. III-3, pard. 4: It would be helpful to discuss whether
permafrost would be expected to be found in the subsea bedrock
beneath the seafloor sediments.

NOAA-31

p. III-11, para. 3: The Beaufort Sea Gyre is not identified ]NOAA'\?Z
in Figure III-9,

p. III-16, para. 2: Primary production is not "the conversion
of solar energy into carbon by plants"; it is the photochemical
formation of organic compounds from inorganic carbon fractions
{e.g. C02) which is mediated by solar energy and chlorophyll,
in the process called photosynthesis.

NOAA-33

p. III-17, para. 4: Earlier (p.III-16) it is said thét
Nitzschia grunowii is the species found in both epontic and
plankton communities.

]NOAA-34

p. IV-A-2, para. 2: We believe that cumulative effects shoulq
also include nonadjacent or noncontiguous areas that are w:_'.thm
the geoyraphic or migratory range of a species of concemn in
the proposed action. For example, the bowhead whale could l?e
subject to effects of other activities in noncontiguous regions
in the Bering Sea, which would be cumulative to the activities
in the Chukchi Sea. These effects should not be ignored.

NOAA-35

Should not convert State territorial sea
It is by law 3 statute

p. IV-B-2, para. 4:
distance to metric and give as 5 km.
miles.

NOAA-36

p. 1Vv-B~13, para. 3: Define what is envisioned for the length -
of a "short gravel berm”. NOAA-37
p. 1V-B-16, para. 6: Neither Steele, 1977 or Rossi and .
anderson, 1978 are listed in Bibliography. NOAA-38
p. IV-B-22: Given the relatively shallow depths of most of
the Chukchi Sea Shelf, it seems more possible that oil and
oil-contaminated waters may mix to the bottom than is acknow-—
ledged here.

NOAA-39
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p. IV-B-32, para. 4: The DEIS assumes that the 1983 data on
anadromous fish constitute a representative baseline for the
lease area, and concludes that effects of oil spills on these
populations are minor. However, without additional baseline
information, it is difficult to test the validity of this
assumption. 'This conclusion is therefore subject to question.

Given the apparent importance of anadromous fish to native
populations within the proposed Sale area, the subject merits
more consideration than it has received. The DEIS should
consider the potential effects of an oil spill on anadromous
fish propulations in the Sale area if 1983 is not representative
of abundance patterns for other years. If this cannot be
accomplished, then the DEIS should at least consider the
reasonable worst case in which the overall effect of oil spills
is commensurate with the effects identified for the individual
populations, i.e., MODERATE.

p. IV-B-~33, para. 3: The conclusion made here appears to be
inappropriate. Nothing in the preceding section supports this
conclusion and it appears to have been reached without the
benefit of a reasoned scientific analysis. If the conclusion
cannot be supported with data, it should be modified so that
it is commensurate with the preceding data analysis. J

p. IV-B-36, para. 6: This paragraph is inconsistent with the
analysis presented in previous sections on anadromous and
marine fish. Studies of anadromous fish populations along

the coast of the Chukchi Sea have been minimal. With current
cuts in the budgets of both state and federal resource agencies,
it is extremely doubtful that studies of fisheries in the
proposed Sale area will be adequate to address the development
of an onshove infrastructure for offshore oil and gas activities
in this area.

Sentences 7 and 8 demonstrate an admirable, but unrtealistic
faith in the ability of resource agencies to protect or
conserve fishery resources through existing regulatory
processes. The ability of resource agencies to effectively
mitigate for the adverse effects of onshore development
activities obviate the need to adequately assess cumulative
effects of the proposed lease sale. This section shgould be
strengthened and the conclusion of MINOR impact reexamined.

It is unlikely that conservation efforts will be more effective
along the Chukchi Sea coast than they have been on the Beaufort
Sea coast. For a more realistic understanding of the efficacy
of the resource consetvation efforts on the North Slope, it
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would be beneficial to examine the administrative records for
gravel removal projects from the Sag River, the Endicott
project, Alternate A of West Dock, Prudhoe Bay Waterflood,
Mukluk, etc.

P. IV-B-36, para. 7: The discussion of existing and future OCS
lease sales warrants a considerably expanded discussicn which
should form the basis for the cumulative effects section. How
will construction activities resulting directly from offshore
development sanctioned by this Sale exacerbate the effects of
other construction onshore? Will there be synergistic or
cumulative effects? These guestions have not been considered
in the DEIS.

p. IV-B-38, para. 3: Again, the DEIS cannot ensure that
-‘adequate regulatory requirements will be imposed during the
permitting process for site-specific operations. Environmental
effect is only one of the factors that must be considered by
regulatory agencies such as the Corps of Engineers as they
decide on the public interest issue and hence the fate of the
project.
on foreign o0il sources is another factor to be considered along
with environmental concetns. Therefore, the conclusion of
MINOR should be reconsidered.

p. IV-B-35, para. 2: The potential width of the channel
within Peard Bay should also be given as this could be more
significant than the depth to overall effects.

p. IV-B-36, para. 6: Include Army Corps of Engineers in
list of permitting agencies.

p. IV~B-52, para. 2: While it may be most likely that a
few to a hundred seals would be oiled under the given
scenario, we believe the numbers could be much higher under
certain circumstances. The discontinuous area of the slick
is estimated at 500 km2, and could impact areas with seal
densities exceeding 5 seals/km2.

p. IV-B-53, para. l: The level of impact may be understated.
assuming that polar bears efficiently scavenge seal or walrus
carcasses that were available, the level of pinniped mortality
from an oil spill could easily translate into a similar level
of mortality to polar bears, i.e. hundreds rather than 10-30
bears as stated here. It is known that bears are keen carrion

finders, and are acutely affected by small amounts of petroleum.

p. IV-B-53, para. 4: No consideration is given heré to a
winter oilspill under the ice contaminating the breathing holes
or birth lair entrances, that are relied on by ringed seals.
0il under ice may preferentially seek these under-ice cavities
in the smoother fast-ice zone. Because of the complete
dependence by the seals of these openings, they would be highly

The desirability of decreasing this nation's dependence
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vulnerable to oil in these habitats.

p. IV-B-54, para. 4: Define both type of "seismic activities"
and "very near" here.

p. IV-B-56: The effects of noise produced from year-round
production and associated activities in the spring-lead system
should also be assessed in this section. Long-term effects
of displacement or blockage of this migration path could be
substantial, and deserves consideration in the DEIS.

p. 1V-B-65, para. 6: Bowhead whales would also be subsequently
exposed, probably to an even greater extent, during the pro-
duction phase.

p. IV-B-66, para. 1: If the oil slick were in an open lead,
it would probably not move out of the area in "several days",
but could persist for weeks.

p. IV-B-67, para. 1: Contrary to the text, Bowhead whales
remove large quantities of zooplankton without drinking
seawater, and toxic amounts of oil could certainly be consumed
in a similar manner.

p. IV-B-67, para. 3: Small quantities of ingested oil may be
passed through the digestive tract and may be partially altered
chemically. However, larger quantities of ingested oil would
not be readily broken down or passed through the digestive
system, as petroleum hydrocarbons are essentially indigestible.

p. IV-B-71, para. 2: The statement that hearing impairment,
even at close range from seismic vessels, is unlikely, should
be documented with evidence.

p. IvV-B-72, para. 2: Again, little has been said in the DEIS
regarding the displacement of the spring migration and its

potential consequences.
and should be discussed fully in the DEIS.

p. IV-B-74, para 1: Of course, mud plumes have been commonly
observed for feeding gray whales in the Chukchi Sea, so bottom
feeding is fregquent in the region. The gravelly nature of the
nearshore substrate may not reveal the mud plumes associated
with bottom-feeding in fine sediments such as observed in the
Chirikov Basin.

p. IV-B-77, para. 3: Should state that these study results are
from the Bering Sea, not the California study discussed above.

p. IV-B-77, para. 5: Since the production phase is expected
to last 20 years or more, more than one generation (given in
DEIS as less than 8 years) of gray whales could be displaced
from the Point Belcher area. Why is this not considered a
MAJOR effect on the local population, and a moderate effect

Analysis of these effects are important,

|
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on the regional population? _]

p. Iv-B-79, para. 5: The primary prey of fin whales includes NQOAA-63
small schooling fish.

p. IV-G-2, para. 5: The coastal deferral does not extend as NOAA-64
far as Point Barrow.

p. IV-G-6, para. 5: We strongly disagree with the statements N
and conclusions in this paragraph. Despite the fact that the
DEIS has not considered the specific impacts of long-term

noise producing activities in the nearshore spring-lead system

on migrating bowhead or beluga whales, the conclusion contradicts
the acknowledged potential for noise impacts to the major
portions of these populations in these times and locations.

The temporary potential for disturbance during exploration or
construction (improbable during the ice-covered season) are
unjustifiably overweighted against the year-round and long-term
(20+ years) consequences of production activities in the coastal
zone under the proposal.

NOAA-65

p. IV-H-3, para. 1l: We believe that this "review of knowledge 7]

of petroleum activity velated effects on cetacean fitness"

should be completed before the lease sale is conducted, that
production effects also be included, and tha the Coastal

Deferral Option be adopted unless mitigation of noise disturbance
in the spring leads can be accomplished. ]

NOAA-66

p. IV-I-1, item l: Noise-producing activities during the

production phase should be considered HIGH during the spring. NOAA-67
p. IV-I-1, Scenario: A worst-case scenario should also be

developed for one or more year-round production platforms and

assaciated activities operating in the spring lead area for the

20+ year life of the field, with consequent levels of noise

disturbance to the annual spring bowhead whale migration. Aalso, |NOAA-68
the most realistic assessment of a worse-case oil spill scenario

would be for a spill in the spring lead (the highest use area)

rather than the fall scenario given. The rationale for the

worst-case scenario offered in the DEIS is unclear, but avoids

the "true" worst-case situation.

p. IV-I-2, para. 2: Fall use as breeding grounds of this area -
is inconsequential. NOAA-69

p. Bibliography 26: Morris, B. F. citations 1981 a~c can be NOAA-70
cited as NOAA/NMFS Technical Memoranda F/AKR 2-4 respectively.

Response NOAA-1

Although the database for the Chukchi Sea may be variable, there is a-sub-
stantial database for the Beaufort Sea. In addition, a major S5-year study
(ISHTAR) funded by the National Science Foundation is currently being con-
ducted in the area from the northern Bering Sea to the southern Chukchi Sea.
The MMS has also funded a major ocean-circulation study in the area from the
Canadian/Alaskan border to the northern Bering Sea as well as a Chukchi Sea
benthic study.

Thus, study results specific to the Chukchi Sea Plamming Area--as well as
extrapolations that can be made from the results of studies conducted in
‘adjacent planning areas and ongoing regional studies--provide a credible
database for EIS analysis.

Response NOAA-2

With the exception of the endangered-cetacean species (bowhead and gray
whales), mno other marine mammals (pinnipeds, polar bears, and beluga whales)
that commonly occur in the Sale 109 area are designated or considered as
depleted by the NMFS or the FWS. A statement has been added to ITL No. 1
(Information on Bird and Marine Mammal Protection) and ITL No. 5 (Information
on Endangered Whales and MMS Monitoring Program) informing lessees about the
requirements for incidental takes.

Response NOAA-3

As a result of your comment, the wording in ITL No. 3 (Information on Protec-
tion of Endangered Whales)--"would be likely to jeopardize the continued
existence"--and in ITL No. &4 (Information on Endangered Whales)--"would be
likely to result in jeopardy to the species'--has been changed to read "would
be likely to result in a threat of serious, irreparable, or immediate harm to
the species.” This language was extracted directly from 30 CFR 250.12, which
specifies conditions under which the RSFO can suspend OCS activities. The MMS
believes that this change in language satisfies the intent of this comment ,
i.e., that jeopardy determinations are beyond the authority of the RSFO and
the level of effects that can be allowed under the Endangered Species Act, and
that the new language is comparable to and would result in operations being
suspended -under circumstances similar to those described by the -standards
suggested: "situations where the impact is more than negligible or is
unauthorized."

Response NOAA-4

A new section (Sec. IV.B.7.a(3), Effects of 0il Spills and Noise Disturbance
in- the Spring Lead System) has been added to the text to address this concern.
This analysis discusses the MMS' rationale for expecting MINOR effects as a
result of production activities in or near the lead system. Generally, we
would expect any oil spilled in the lead system to be blown to the downwind
edge of the lead rather than to cover the surface of the water. Toxic vapors
should not persist for more than a few hours after the spill or be present in
areas other than in the immediate vicinity of a continuing spill. Some
individuals probably would contact oil if they attempted to migrate through
oil-contaminated leads. Production-platform noise probably would be present
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in spring leads during only a portion of the time, since production platforms
are stationary and lead systems are not; production-platform noise may be

masked by the ambient noise of the lead system; and bowheads may not strongly

avoid production platforms in a manner similar to gray whales, which often
closely approach platforms off the California coast. As mentioned in Section
IV.B.7.a, there is a possibility that effects on the bowhead population could
be greater than the levels we have projected; but we believe these greater
levels of effect to be less likely.

Response NOAA-5

Prior to exploratory drilling, it is impossible to know whether oil might be
found beneath or near the spring lead system used by bowhead whales and,
consequently, whether there might be a potential conflict between petroleum
production and bowhead whales. The MMS agrees that if a commercial quantity
of o0il were discovered beneath or near the spring lead system, it might be
difficult for development and production activities to be timed to avoid the
spring migration. However, specific options and alternatives may be developed
after the exploration stage as new information or technology is developed and
as specific development plans or mitigation measures are proposed.

Response NOAA-6

Although the fish fauna of the northeastern Chukchi Sea has not been well
studied (as is ‘remarked in the text), the EIS presents information from
available studies and then--based on this information plus general knowledge
of life histories~-analyzes the potential effects on fishes deriving from
proposed Sale 109. The EIS does not, as you state, rely solely on data
collected in 1983. Information from other sources, such as Frost and Lowry
(1983a; pertinent data collected in 1976) and Alverson and Wilimovsky (1966;
data collected in 1959), also is used. The EIS does not treat the 1983 data
as a complete and extensive baseline but rather as the available data for the
nearshore environment. Whether these data are representative of multiyear
patterns remains to be seen. The text has been amended to make this clear.
In addition, the MMS has proposed further studies in this area to add to the
limited data available.

The text in Section IV.B.4.a has been amended to address the concern about
effects on small stocks of anadromous fishes.

Response NOAA-7

The text in the cumulative-effects section (Sec. IV.B.4) has been revised to
address some of these concerns. In the formation of cumulative effects, it is
not possible for the MMS to comment extensively on how activities associated
with the lease sale will interact with other projects since we do not have
specific scenarios for the other proposed activities.

Response NOAA-8

A substantial amount of available information was considered during prepara-
tion of Section III.A (Physical Considerations) of the Sale 109 EIS. The
commenter's reference to sources of substantial amounts of available data is
misleading because it implies that more information is available than is the

actual case. The commenter notes over &40 reports dealing with the oceano-
graphy and meteorology of the Chukchi Sea that have been submitted since 1983.
Section III (Page 669) of the OCSEAP Comprehensive Bibliography (USDOG, NOAA,
1986) 1lists about 40 citations with publication dates of 1984 or later for
Chukchi Basin oceanography and meteorology. However, 12 of these citatioms
are listed in both the oceanography and meteorology categories. Furthermore,
the reports listed in the bibliography were produced by omnly 12 different
Research Units (RU's)--separate research-study programs. Thus, a single RU
could have generated more than one report regarding the same subject matter.
Furthermore, some reports may not be pertinent, i.e., 4 of the citations are
progress reports from one RU, 1 citation is a field report, and another is an
interim report. These 6 reports offer very little, if any, information that
would be useful in the general description of the physical environment. "In
addition, one of the RU's supports the oil-spill-trajectory-simulation model,
as discussed in Section IV.A.l.c of the EIS. About 15 of the reports were
published in 1984, which indicates that at least some of the work was in
progress prior to 1984; 11 of the RU's began work in 1983 or earljer.

The Barrow Arch (Chukchi Sea Planning Area) Synthesis Meeting was -held at
Girdwood, Alaska, from October 30 to November 1, 1983. Nine of the 12 RU's
noted previously were represented by participants at this meeting. Thus, some
of the information contained in the reports published subsequent to 1983 was
available and considered for use in this EIS.

Figures III-6 and III-7, used in this EIS to depict the general oceanographic
circulation of the planning area, are very similar to the figures used by
Aagaard (1986) in a presentation of Chukchi Sea physical oceanography at an
OCSEAP/MMS Chukchi Sea Information-Update Meeting held in Anchorage, Alaska,
on March 27, 1986, Thus, it is presumed that the general information shown in
Figures III-6 and III-7 is still pertinent, even though it is based on
historic data.

With regard to the descriptive information base of the EIS, Regulations for
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the NEPA (43 FR 55978-56007,
November 29, 1978) note the following: '(1) agencies shall reduce excessive
paperwork by preparing analytic rather than encyclopedic environmental impact
statements [1502.2(a)] and reducing emphasis on background material (1502.10)
and (2) the environmental impact statement shall succinctly describe the
environment of the area(s) to be affected or created by the alternatives under
consideration (1502.15)." It would appear from these regulations that a full
and complete description of all the environmental factors is not required for
an analysis of the effects that petroleum exploitation in the Sale 109 area
might have on the affected environment.

Some additional information and citations have been added to Section III.A.
Although this information provides a few more details, it does not change the
overall description of the physical environment in this EIS.

Response NOAA-9

The description of sea ice in the EIS is a general summary of ice conditions
in and adjacent to the Sale 109 area. This summary is not meant to be tempo-
rally or spatially specific, except for a few examples, nor is it meant to be
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encyclopedic (see Response NOAA-8). The citations in the text indicate some
of the references that can be used for temporal or spatial details. The text
of Section III.A.4 has been revised to include the work of Stringer and Groves
(1986). In addition, Figure III-8 has been revised and is based on a figure
from Stringer and Groves (1986).

With regard to the dated database, a review of the databases for some of the
references used in the sea-ice description shows the following: (1) Webster
(1982) used information for a 29-year period from 1953 to 1981, (2) LaBelle et
al. (1983) has a bibliography containing references from 1900 to 1982, and
(3) Stringer and Groves (1985) used data from 1972 and 1983.

Response NOAA-10

The general features of the Chukchi Sea Planning Area sea-ice regime are
described in Section III.A.4. The general relationship of sea ice as a
constraint to petroleum exploitation, and the strategies and technologies used
or being developed to mitigate the effects of this constraint, are discussed
in Section IV.A.3.a. The discussion of sea ice is descriptive because, as
noted in Section IV.A.3.a, many factors influence the magnitude of the forces
that ice can exert on any structure; furthermore, some of the information
needed to evaluate the capability of a manmade structure is proprietary and
thus not available to the public. In addition, the technologies that have
been and are being developed to operate in the Beaufort Sea-ice environment
are discussed in Section II1.A.3.a. This format should provide the reader
with general background information concerning sea ice and technologies.

The effects that sea ice might have on vessels and offshore facilities are
evaluated when exploration plans and development and production plans are
submitted--in accordance with 30 CFR 250.34 and Alaska OCS Orders Governing
0il and Gas Lease Operations (Rathbun, 1986), Order No. 2--for public comment
and MMS approval.

The MMS Alaska OCS Orders Governing 0il and Gas Lease Operations on the Alaska
OCS implement the safety and antipollution measures that the lease operators
are required by law to follow. It is through these OCS Orders that standards
are set for (1) the design, fabrication, and installation of platforms or
other structures and (2) all activities associated with drilling and producing
activities. Order No. 2 requires that the lease operator submit evidence that
the drilling unit is capable of withstanding the oceanographic, meteorologic,
and ice conditions for the proposed area of operations. Order No. 8 states
that all new bottom-founded platforms shall be subject to review under the
Platform Verification Program. Hence, the design, fabrication, and instal-
lation of these units must be reviewed by an independent third party, a
Certified Verification Agent, who has the technical expertise to make the
necessary evaluations and judgments. '

The operational experiences of various types of drilling units in the Beaufort
Sea provide a basis for making the qualified statement that there are specific
types of units capable of operating in certain areas during certain periods of
time. Mobile bottom-founded drilling units are mnoted as being capable of
operating in waters shallower than 30 meters. Waters shallower than 30 meters
constitute only a fraction of the Chukchi Sea Planning Area, and most of the
shallower-water area lies south of Icy Cape. The operational capabilities of

floating units are limited by environmental factors, principally ice condi-
tions. When ice, oceanographic, and meteorologic conditions begin to threaten
the safe operation of the unit, drilling operations are stopped, the well is
safely shut in, and the unit is moved off location.

Response NOAA-11

A brief discussion on superstructural icing has been added to Section
IV.A.3.a. However, superstructure ice was not considered to be an
environmental hazard to Sale 109-area petroleum exploitation at the Barrow

~Arch Synthesis Meeting (Truett, 1984). In the northern Bering Sea/Norton

Sound area, superstructure icing was considered to be a hazard only to (1)
floating drilling vessels (low severity) and (2) workboats and service vessels
(moderate severity) (Truett, 1985).

Response NOAA-12

The commenter did not state any specific reasons why greater consideration
should be given to seabed bazards that might affect bottom-founded structures,
other than noting the morphology and dynami¢ features. The dynamic features
of the seafloor sediments are considered in Section IV.A.3.b(2).

The commenter noted a concern regarding ice gouging, strudel scouring, storm-
generated currents, and sediments with permafrost and associated gas hydrates.
Ice gouging is discussed in Sections IV.A.3.a(1l) and (3), and storm-generated
currents are discussed in Section IV.A.3.b(1). Ice gouging and storm surges
are given about the same consideration in the EIS that they were given in the
discussion of environmental hazards in the Barrow Arch (Chukchi Sea Planning
Area) Synthesis Meeting (Truett, 1984).

Strudel scour was not noted as a potential hazard at the Barrow Arch Synthesis
Meeting (Truett, 1984) and thus was not discussed as a hazard in the EIS.
Strudel scour would be less of a hazard along the Chukchi Sea coast than it is
along the Beaufort Sea coast. As noted in Section III.A.1.b, in relation to
sea-ice decay, there are no major rivers along the Chukchi Sea coast. The
landfast-ice zone along the Chukchi coast also is generally narrower than it
is along the Beaufort coast, and there is the system of leads and polynyas
extending alongshore between the landfast ice and the pack ice that would
provide some drainage of potential floodwaters.

As noted at the Barrow Arch Synthesis Meeting, subsea permafrost was
considered to be minimal or nonexistent throughout the Chukchi Sea Planning
Area, except possibly very near the coast (Truett, 1984). Surficial sediments
were thought to be too thin to have retained subsea permafrost. Seismic
profiles in the Chukchi Sea also have not shown any likely major areas of gas
hydrates (Truett, 1984). Thus, subsea permafrost and gas hydrates were not
discussed as hazards in the EIS.

The information about features of the physical environment and potential
environmental hazards discussed in the EIS is based on prelease information.
Additional information about the physical environment, particularly site-
specific information, is required for postlease offshore operations. The
exploration and development and production scenarios presented in the EIS are,
as noted, only hypothetical. Because the location of potential reservoirs--
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and hence exploration and development and production facilities--is unknown,
the effects that environmental hazards may have on fixed and mobile drilling
units at and in the vicinity of specific sites are more appropriately
evaluated when exploration plans and development and production plans are
submitted--in accordance with 30 CFR 250.34 and Alaska OCS Orders Governing
0il and Gas Lease Operations--for public comment and MMS approval.

OCS Order No. 2, Paragraph 2.1.1, states that all fixed and mobile drilling
units shall be capable of withstanding oceanographic, meteorclogic, and ice
conditions for the proposed area of operation. The lessee shall submit with
the exploration plan and development and production plan evidence to the RSFO
of the fitness of the drilling unit to perform the planned drilling operation.
Furthermore, Paragraph 2.1.3 states that lessees shall submit a shallow-
hazards report and conduct a shallow-geologic-hazard survey or other surveys
as required by the RSFO. The shallow-hazards survey includes, but is not
limited to, the following:  seismicity, active faults, shallow gas, mud
slides, steep-walled canyons, steep slopes, buried channels, unstable soil
conditions, current scour, ice gouging, bottom and subbottom permafrost,
pipelines, anchors, ordnance, shipwrecks, and other potential geologic and
manmade hazards (Notice to Lessees No. 83-5).

Geotechnical data for the sediment at specific sites would be required if
manmade structures are placed on the seafloor. This data would be included in
the exploration plans and development and production plans noted above.

0CS Order No. B8 states that all new bottom-founded platforms shall be subject
to review under the Platform Verification Program. Hence, the design, fabri-
cation, and installation of these structures must be reviewed by an inde-
pendent third party, a Certified Verification Agent, who has the technical
expertise to make the necessary evaluations and judgments.

Thus, the concerns regarding potential environmental hazards continue to be
recognized and addressed through the requirements of regulations that apply to
operations conducted in the postlease phase.

Response NOAA-13

A brief discussion of anchor ice has been added to Section III.A. Although it
is capable of transporting entrapped sediment from the substrate to which it
is attached, anchor ice does not appear to be a hazard to bottom-founded
structures, as noted by the commenter. As noted by Reimmnitz, Kempema, and
Barnes (1986), storm-generated-anchor-ice formation is a short-lived phe-
nomenon. Furthermore, anchor ice in the Beaufort Sea actually has been
observed only out to depths of about 5 meters; the formation of anchor ice in
deeper waters--out to depths of perhaps 15 to 20 meters--is based on observa-
tions in other regions and the depth to which storms may disrupt the thermo-
cline, at depths of 15 to 20 meters, in the Beaufort Sea in the fall.

Although the phenomenon of anchor-ice formation and its buoyant force have
been known for years,. anchor ice has not been observed to be a hazard to any
of the bottom-founded drilling units, gravel islands, causeways, or test
structures located in waters shallower than 20 meters in the Beaufort Sea. At

“the Beaufort/Chukchi Sea Synthesis Meeting (USDOC, NOAA, 1978; Truett, 1984),

anchor ice was not considered an environmental hazard to any bottom-founded
structures.

The commenter does not present any evidence that anchor ice is a hazard to
bottom-founded structures--other than noting that a liter of water, when
frozen, is theoretically capable of lifting 122 grams of sediment.

Response NOAA-14

This concern is addressed, in part, in Response NOAA-8. The effects of ocean
circulation and ice on pollutant transport and the simulation of coastal and
shelf circulation are discussed in Sections IV.A.1 and IV.A.2.

Response NOAA-15

The type of information required to calculate design waveloads, freeboard
elevation, estimated sediment erosion and scour, and predicted damage to slope
protection for gravel islands is more appropriately presented in the explora-
tions plans and development and production plans that are submitted--in
accordance with 30 CFR 250.34 and Alaska OCS Orders Governing 0il and Gas
Lease Operations--for public comment and MMS approval. See also Response
NOAA-12.

Response NOAA-16
The text in Section III.B.1 has been amended to address the first two
concerns. The Peard Bay study data in question are not generalizable to the

whole region, and the information regarding productivity would not change the
analysis in the EIS.

Response NOAA-17

The text in Section III.B.1.a has been amended to address this concern.

Response NOAA-18

The text in Section III.B.1.a has been amended to address this concern.

Response NOAA-19

The text in Section III.B.l.c has been clarified with respect to Stoker's

(1981) study, and a citation of oral communication with Phillips (1986)
relates to RU 205.

Response NOAA-20

See Response NOAA-6.

Response NOAA-21

The Cape Thompson seabird colony is not located within the Sale 109 area (the
Chukchi Sea Planning Area), and it is very unlikely that this seabird popula-
tion would be affected by the proposal. Therefore, the decline in the colony
is not discussed in Section III. The decline in the murre population at Cape
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Thompson probably is due to natural fluctuations in the availability of
seabird prey (food organisms) and water temperatures.

Response NOAA-22

Geraci and St. Aubin (1986) state that, in fish and mammals, ingested hydro-
carbons are metabolized by enzyme systems in the liver and are excreted in the
urine. These enzymes are ubiquitous in mammals (Gillette, Davis, and Sasame,
1972) and have been demonstrated in other whale and dolphin species (Geraci
and St. Aubin, 1982); and it is reasonable to assume that these enzymes also
exist in bowhead whales (Geraci and St. Aubin, 1986). There is no evidence to
indicate that small amounts of ingested oil would block the gastrointestinal
tract of bowheads. There is evidence that bowheads would be capable of
metabolizing small quantities of ingested oil (Geraci and St. Aubin, 1986).
There is no evidence to indicate that whales would knowingly ingest large
amounts of oil. Testing the hypothesis that bowheads can metabolize and pass
crude oil and petroleum products is highly impractical. In the absence of
bowhead-specific data, extrapolation from related species constitutes the best
data available.

Response NOAA-23

The text in Section IV.I has been amended to address this concern.

Response NOAA-24

The definitions in the EIS relate to spatial and temporal effects on popula-
tions, while the comment reveals a strong process orientation. Macrophytes
(kelp beds, in particular) are vulnerable to effects because of their apparent
rarity. They may be considered important because of their rarity and the
opportunity they present for increased habitat and species diversity, rather
than for their quantitative contribution to primary productivity.

0il-spill effects on seabirds are generally short-term events in which birds
are directly killed by a spill. There is no evidence to indicate that oil
spills will have long-term effects on the reproductive success of seabird
populations, either through loss of food sources or through habitat contami-
nation. 0il in the pelagic environment of the seabird populations would not
persist as a contaminant for more than 10 to 30 days, and the effect on
seabird-food sources (prey) would be short-term due to the rapid recruitment
of prey species. Therefore, the effect on birds is likely to be MINOR.

The natural changes in water temperature and ice cover (length of ice season
vs. open-water season) on the availability of seabird-food sources (prey) have
an effect on seabird reproductive success that is several magnitudes greater
than the potential effects of even a large oil spill (several hundred thousand
barrels). Annual changes--variations in ice conditions and water tempera-
tures--have affected the reproductive success of all seabird colonies in the
northern Bering and Chukchi Seas.

Response NOAA-25

See Response BIA-1.

Response NOAA-26

The text of Section II.A.2.a(2) has been revised to indicate that only the
fall bowhead whale migration occurs at a time when drillship operations may be
affected.

Response NOAA-27

The low-resource case assumes that transportation of produced crude would be
accomplished by offshore loading of tankers. This method of transportation is
one option considered feasible in the literature (Han-Padron, 1984). Any
particular design would be assessed for technical and economic feasibility at
the time when oil is discovered. The environmental implications of this
oil-transportation mode are addressed in Appendix C.

Response NOAA-28

The transportation scenario for the high-resource case provides the oppor-
tunity to assess a potential alternative transportation method/route.. It was
selected for the high case rather than the mean case, partly because it relies
on technology that is still evolving. The transportation of oil to the TAP
via an onshore pipeline, as assumed in the mean case, is based on technology
that is already highly developed. Moreover, the TAP is expected to have
excess capacity at about the same time that oil could be produced from the
Chukchi Sea and, thus, would provide the advantage of using existing industry
infrastructure in the Arctic. It is possible that the resources for the high
case could be transported in the same manner as for the mean case.

Response NOAA-29
The location of Blossom Shoals has been identified in Figure III-1.

Response NOAA-30

The sand-wave fields were noted in the text of the reference but were not
identified, per se, on any of the accompanying figures.

Response NOAA-31

Additional information on permafrost has been added to the text in Section
ITI.A.1.¢(2) to address this concern.

Response NOAA-32

The text of Section IIT.A.4.a(3) has been revised to address this concern.
Response NOAA-33

The text in Section II1.B.1.a has been amended to address this concern.

Response NOAA-34

The text in Section III1.B.1 has been amended to address this concern.
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Response NOAA-35

See Responses MMC-26 and EPA-2.

Response NOAA-36

The Submerged Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 1301-1315) states that the seaward boundary
is 3 geographical--not statute--miles from the coastline.

Response NOAA-37

The text in Section IV.B.2.c has been amended to address this concern.

Response NOAA-38

These references have been added to the FEIS Bibliography.

Response NOAA-39

The 50- to 100-meter depths that are common over much of the Chukchi shelf are
not likely to suffer much contamination as a result of an oil spill. Informa-
tion from the North Aleutian Basin Synthesis Report suggests that, in water
depths found on the Chukchi and Bering Sea- shelves, one might expect 0.1
percent -of crude oil spilled to get into sediments within 10 days (Manen and
Pelto, 1984). However, water depth is not the only important variable; the
presence of a surf that will beat the oil into sediments also is an important
factor. Therefore, we would expect the Chukchi Sea, which is calmer than the
Bering, to experience the same or a lesser degree of contamination.

Response NOAA-40

See Response NOAA-6. The text in Section IV.B.4.a(1) has been amended to
address these concerns. More analysis has been added for anadromous species;
however, the analysis still is centered on the 1983 nearshore database as the
best available data, even though its limitations are recognized. The overall
effect is the highest level of effect that is most likely to be incurred by
any species. Many of the higher-order effects (e.g., MODERATE levels) are not
the most likely result of the proposed activities; rather, they are less
likely to occur because of the particularities of timing of events.

Response NOAA-41

The text in Section IV.B.4 has been clarified to address this concern.

Response NOAA-42

The paragraph cited in Section IV.B.4 is not viewed as being inconsistent with
the previous analysis, especially in light of the expanded treatment of

anadromous fishes. However, the text has been amended to reduce the emphasis
on current or future research.
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Response NOAA-43

There are no Sentences 7 and 8 in the referenced paragraph; however, the
cumulative-effects discussion of Section IV.B.4 has been amended to address
this concern.

Response NOAA-44

The MMS appreciates the comment and the concern; the commenter is referred to
Response NOAA-43.

Response NOAA-45

The Sale 109 resource estimate includes all the resources for the Chukchi Sea
Planning Area; therefore, the construction that is hypothesized for this lease
sale takes into account all the development that would accompany full produc-
tion from the lease sale area. This level of development is expected to dwarf
any development that might occur for other offshore sales in the Chukchi Sea.
For example, the resource estimate for the Chukchi Sea portion of the Beaufort
Sea Planning Area is insignificant compared to that of the Sale 109 area;
development of this area would not add significantly to the magnitude of the
construction projected for the Sale 109 area. 1In the event that State
of fshore-sale areas are reinstated on the State lease-sale schedule, Sale 109
activities again would overwhelm those of the State because the MMS estimates
the probability of hydrocarbons in the State sale areas to be very small and
economically recoverable resources to be negligible. As. a result, synergistic
or cumulative effects are expected to be no different from those described in
the EIS.

Response NOAA-46

See Response NOAA-43.
Response NOAA-47

Water depths inside Peard Bay generally are within the 5.5-meter isobath and
would not need to be made deeper. If more precise measurements indicated that
some dredging were necessary, the channel width would probably be about 130
meters--adequate to handle the large sealift barges, should one be blown
sideways.

Response NOAA-48

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has been added to the list of permitting
agencies in the Section IV.B.4.d cumulative-effects assessment.

Response NOAA-49

The seal species in the Sale 109 area (spotted, ringed, and bearded seals) do
not occur in large aggregations. These seals are widely distributed in small
groups or as single animals along the broad ice front; thus, large numbers of
seals are not likely to be ciled. Seal densities in the Sale 109 area do not
exceed five seals per square kilometer, except at coastal-haulout sites that
have a very low chance of contact (less than 5%) by a spill within 10 days.

11
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Response NOAA-50

In the EIS, the effect on polar bears from consuming contaminated/oiled seals
is not understated but instead probably is overstated. Polar bears range over
thousands of square kilometers of ice/water habitats during their search for
seals and are not likely to select oiled seals over uncontaminated seals (the
vast majority of the seals available to the bears). A possible effect on
polar bears from eating oiled seals would only occur within a short period of
time (about 3 days) after the seals were oiled. After this short period of
time, the contaminated seals would be naturally cleansed of the oil; and/or
the oil on a seal would lose its toxic fractions and probably have no effect
on the polar bear that eats the seal.

There is no conclusive evidence that polar bears are acutely affected by small
amounts of petroleum. In the Canadian study presumably referred to, three
polar bears were coated with oil and they consumed large amounts of oil while
grooming their fur. Such extensive oiling/contamination of polar bears is not
likely to occur in their natural environment--even if the bears do come in
contact with a spill. 1In the Canadian study, the polar bears were forced to
enter an enclosed pool that had a layer of oil on it (Oristland et al., 1981).

Response NOAA-51

0il spills wunder the ice would not spread appreciably before being
encapsulated or frozen in the ice during the ringed seal pupping/denning
season, when breathing and access holes in the ice are maintained by the seals
(see Fate and Behavior of Spilled 0il in Sec. IV.A.2). Thus, oil spills would
not selectively contaminate ringed seal breathing and access holes in the ice.

Response NOAA-52

Jack Lentfer (1983), the principal investigator of an unpublished study on the
effects of noise on polar bear denning (cited in Sec. IV.B.6.b) did not define
what types of seismic noise were measured from within the polar bear den, nor
did he give the distance from the sound source; therefore, 'seismic
activities" and 'very near" cannot be specifically defined in this EIS.
Lentfer's general statement about the study results gave no specific details
of the study.

Response NOAA-53

The effects of noise produced from year-round production platforms and
associated activities are assessed in Section IV.B.6.d (Effects of Construc-
tion Activities). There are no data to indicate that production platforms

would cause long-term (several years) displacement of marine mammals, nor is
there any evidence to suggest that migration paths would be blocked.

Response NOAA-54

The text in Section IV.B.7.a has been amended to address this concern.
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Response NOAA-55

The spring lead system is very dynamic. Considerable amounts of new (grease)
ice are formed in open leads and leads that frequently open and close. If oil
was spilled into a lead, the ice present would restrict the spread of the oil
and the spill area would be smaller than that predicted for open-water condi-
tions. The combination of lead/matrix pumping and agitation of grease-ice
against larger ice floes would result in an initial increase in oil dispersion
in the water column. However, this process would quickly cease, since small-
scale grease-ice/oil mixing and agitation against the more stationary ice
floes can result in significant water-in-oil emulsification in as short a time
as a few hours. The water-in-oil emulsification may reside just under grease-~
ice at the grease-ice/seawater interface. Grease-ice and any spilled oil
within the lead system would be blown in a downwind direction and eventually
would accumulate at the downwind edge of open leads. The accumulated grease-
ice and - o0il would then be pushed onto the adjacent ice when the lead closed
(Payne et al., 1984). In this way, leads would be purged of spilled oil
relatively quickly--in as few as several days (not weeks, as suggested by the
commenter)--after cessation of a spill. .

Response NOAA-S6

The text in Section IV.B.7.a(l) has been clarified regarding this point.
Geraci and St. Aubin (1986) estimated that a critical dose of fuel oil for an
adult bowhead might be on the order of 200 to 625 liters. They concluded that

these quantities are well beyond the limits of what might accidentally or
purposely be consumed by a cetacean at sea {Seraci and St. Aubin, 1982).

Response NOAA-57

Bowhead whales are not expected to ingest larger quantities of oil; however,
it might be possible for bowheads to pass petroleum hydrocarbons through the
digestive system, since this capability has been demonstrated in other marine
mammals {e.g., harp seals {Smith and Geraci, 1975]).

Response NOAA-58

The text in Section IV.B.7.a(2) has been amended to address this concern.
Response NOAA-59

See Response NOAA-&4.

Response NOAA-60

The text in Section IV.B.7.b has been amended to address this concern.

Response NOAA-61

The text in Section IV.B.7.b(2) has been amended to address this concern.

13
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Response NOAA-62

The number of gray whales expected to be displaced over the long term is
unlikely to be a significant portion of the regional population.

Response NOAA-63
The text in Section IV.B.7.c has been amended to address this concern.
Response NOAA-64
The text in Section IV.G.3 has been clarified to address this concern.

Response NOAA-65

The additional analysis provided in Section 1IV.B.7.a(3) addresses this
concern. The MMS does not believe that conclusion contradicts the potential
for noise effects. Rather, the conclusion acknowledges that there probably
would be effects but that those effects probably would be MINOR. The

additional analysis in this new subsection should provide a better foundation
for understanding the basis of our conclusion.

Response NOAA-66

The MMS believes that current knowledge is adequate to determine likely
effects of the lease sale on endangered cetaceans. Should oil be discovered
in a commercially producible quantity beneath or near the spring lead system
used by migrating bowheads, the MMS would consult with the NMFS to ensure that

development and production activities would not jeopardize the bowhead whale
population.

Response NOAA-67

The text in Section IV.I has been amended to address this concern.

Response NOAA-68

The worst-case scenario was changed to incorporate and discuss the points
raised in this comment. The worst-case scenario now includes production
platforms and a major oil spill in the spring lead system. (See Sec. IV.I).
Response NOAA-69

The text in Section IV.I has been amended to address this concern.

Response NOAA-70

The Bibliography has been amended to address this concern.

14
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PHONE: (907) 465-3562

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99503-2798
PHONE: (907) 274-1581

May 1, 1987

FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 99701-4596
PHONE: (907) 456-3084

Mr. Alan Powers

Regional Director

Minerals Management Service
P.0O. Box 101159

Anchorage, AK 99510

Dear Mr. Powers:

The state has reviewed the Department of the Interior's (DOI)
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Chukchi Sea
Outer Continental Shelf (0CS) Sale 109 planning area. Our
comments focus on three aspects of the Sale 109 DEIS: (1) the
proposed action and alternatives; (2) the proposed mitigating
measures; and (3) the environmental impact assessment. Each of
these topics are discussed below.

Proposed Action and Alternatives

Your proposal to offer for lease 5,448 blocks or approximately
29.4 million acres (Alternative I) in the Chukchi Sea is not in
keeping with the Secretary of the Interior's proposed "focused"
leasing policy. Former Secretary William Clark, in his
January 12, 1984, address to the OCS Policy Committee in
Washington, D.C., first announced new leasing procedures
which the size of lease sale offerings would be reduced:

STATE-1

under

concerted effort will be made to avoid dragging through the
22 month planning process those areas where the level of
industry interest is minimal and conflicts exist with other
uses. Industry interest, information gleaned from earlier
sales, and MMS analysis of geological and geophysical
information will be carefully examined to refine the origi-
nal area of consideration into smaller but much more precise
areas of leasing interest.

The DOI has continued to publicly support this “"focused"™ leasing
policy and has proposed it as a method to reduce potential
environmental concerns associated with OCS lease sales in the new
five-year leasing program. Given this commitment to reduce the
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size of lease sale offerings and focus on areas of high hydro-

alternative in the DEIS is to offer the entire 29.4 million acres

|
carbon potential, we request an explanation of why the preferred J

contained in the Chukchi Sea planning area.

Consistent with DOI's focused leasing policy, the state strongly
recommends that DOI adopt Alternative VI - Coastal Deferral which
would defer 1,630 whole or partial blocks located along the
eastern shore of the Chukchi Sea extending from 3 to 70 miles
offshore. The coastal deferral area is estimated to contain only
16.4 percent of the total projected oil reserves in the Chukchi
Sea planning area. However, deferral of this area would provide
significant protection to: the Chukchi polynya, an important
spring migration corridor for waterbirds and bowhead and beluga
whales; denning and feeding areas for polar bears; important
summer habitats for spotted seals, belugas, and walrus; offshore
subsistence harvest areas for Barrow, Wainwright, Point Lay,
Point Hope, and Atgasuk; and important coastal habitats such as
Peard Bay, Kasegaluk Lagoon, and seabird colonies and feeding
areas around Cape Lisburne and Ledyard Bay.

The Chukchi polynya merits special attention due to the wvul-
nerability of marine mammals and waterbirds to potential oilspill
and noise disturbance impacts in this confined ice lead system.
The Chukchi polynya is formed when prevailing winter and spring
easterly winds move the ice pack away from shorefast ice. This
tends to maintain an open ice lead system from January onward.
The lead system is extremely important to marine mammals and sea
ducks, particularly bowhead and beluga whales and king eiders, as
a spring migration corridor. O0ilspills in this lead system could
severely impact these species because they are concentrated both
spatially and temporally. Noise and disturbance caused by
industrial activities in this area have the potential to disrupt
the spring migration of bowhead whales and subsistence whaling
activities, because the whales are confined to the ice lead
system. Although exploration could be timed to avoid these
potential impacts, it is doubtful that production activities
could be seascnally constrained.

As we have stated before, the state prefers the use of mitigating
measures in lieu of deferrals whenever scientific information and
technological capabilities enables leasing to proceed in an
environmentally sound manner. In the case of the Chukchi
polynya, however, several questions remain which need to be
addressed before leasing should occur. The state recommends that
leasing be deferred in the coastal area along the eastern shore
of the Chukchi Sea for at least another two years in order to:

1) obtain additional information regarding the effects of
industry-related noise and disturbance on subsistence whaling
activity and marine mammals, including bowhead whales; 2) allow
the oil industry to gain additional experience in operating in

STATE-2
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multi-year ice conditions; and 3) allow time to determine whether
appropriate mitigation measures for protecting the wildlife
resources in the Chukchi polynya can be developed.

Proposed Mitigating Measures

The state supports the adoption of all the proposed stipulations
and Information to Lessees (ITL) contained in the DEIS and
believes that they will contribute to the necessary protection
for fish and wildlife resources in the proposed sale area. In
addition, we recommend: (1) changes to the language of proposed
Stipulation 3 regarding protection of biological resources;

(2) the adoption of a stipulation regarding testing of oilspill
containment equipment; and (3) modification of ITL No. 2 to
include Ledyard Bay and important benthic habitats as areas of
special biological sensitivity. Enclosure 1 contains specific
language recommended for inclusion in mitigating measures for
Sale 109.

Environmental Impact Assessmént

The state has four major concerns regarding the Sale 109 DEIS
environmental impact analysis, including: (1) the failure to
include specific discussions or conclusions on the effects of
oilspills and noise disturbance on marine mammals and birds of
the Chukchi polynya, (2) the DEIS's apparent underestimation of
potential o0il and gas development impacts on bowhead whales,

(3) failure to acknowledge énvironmental benefits from the
Coastal Deferral Alternative, and {(4) deficiencies in the caribou
impact discussion. These concerns are discussed in Enclosure 2.

Please call if you have any questions regarding the state's
comments.

incerel

Director

Enclosures

cc: Commissioner Collinsworth, DFG, Juneau
Commissioner Brady, DNR, Juneau
Commissioner Kelso, DEC, Juneau
Mayor Ahmaogak, North Slope Borough, Barrow
Mayor Green, Northwest Borough, Kotzebue
John Katz, Office of the Governor, Washington, DC
Rod Swope, Office of the Governor, Juneau

bsB87041701kfyg
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ENCLOSURE 1

The state supports the proposed mitigating measures contained in
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The following
changes or additional measures are also recommended as necessary
to adequately protect the fish and wildlife resources in the
Chukchi Sea planning area. These recommendations are predicated
on the adoption of the Coastal Deferral Alternative. Should this
alternative not be adopted, then the state would recommend a
spring seasonal exploratory drilling restriction stipulation for
the coastal deferral area, and a stipulation restricting the
discharge of produced water, drilling muds, and cuttings in
marine waters less than 10 meters deep.

Stipulation 3 - Protection of Biological Resources -

The state recommends that the wording of Stipulation 3 be revised
as follows:

a. If the Regional Supervisor of Field Operations (RSFQ)
has reason to believe that biological populations or
-habitats exist and require protection, the RSFO shall
give the lessee notice that the lessor is invoking the
provisions of this stipulation and the lessee shall
comply with the following requirements. Prior to any
drilling activity or the construction or placement of
any ‘structure for exploration or well drilling and
pipeline and platform placement, hereinafter referred
to as "operation,” the lessee shall conduct site-
specific surveys as approved by the RSFO in accordance
with prescribed biological survey requirements to
determine the existence of any special biological
resource including:

1. Very unusual, rare or uncommon ecosystems or
ecotones; or

2. A species of limited regional distribution that
may be adversely affected by any lease operation.

If the results of such surveys suggest the existence of
a special biological resource that may be adversely
affected by any lease operation, the lessee shall:

(1) relocate the site of such operation so as not to
adversely affect the resources identified; (2) modify
operations in such a way as not to adversely affect
significant biological populations or habitats deserv-
ing protection, or (3) establish to the satisfaction of
the RSFO, on the basis of the site-specific survey,
either that such operations will not have a significant
adverse effect upon the resource identified or that a
special biological resource does not exist. The RSFO
will review all data submitted and determine, in
writing, whether a special biological resource exists
and whether it may be significantly affected by the

STATE-4
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lessee's operation.
until the RSPFO has given the lessee written directions
on how to proceed.

The lessee may take no action

b. The lessee agrees that, if any area of biological
significance should be discovered during the conduct of
any operations on the leased area, the lessee shall
immediately report such findings to the RSFO and make
every reasonable effort to preserve and protect the
biological resources from damage until the RSFO has
given the lessee directions with respect to its pro-
tection.

The state's recommended revisions would enhance the protection
that this stipulation provides to biological resources. The
primary advantages .are: (1) it would not be confined to only
those resources identified in the lease area, (2) the RSFO would
be required to determine, in writing, whether a special biologi-
cal resource exists and whether it may be significantly affected,
versus no requirements of written determinations, and (3) the
stipulation would be invoked when resources "require protection,"
versus when resources "may require additional protection." The
last point is relevant because the Alaska Minerals Management
Service (MMS) could propose that adequate protection is provided
through existing mitigating measures.

Recommended Stipulation 5 - Testing of Oilspill Containment
Equipment

The state is concerned about industry's capability to clean up
0ilspills under conditions characteristic of the Chukchi Sea.
The stipulation recommended below is designed to improve a
lessee's oilspill response capability by requiring semiannual
full-scale drills and frequent inspection of response equipment
to assure readiness. We believe this stipulation would serve to
improve oilspill response capability in the Chukchi Sea. Conse-
quently, we recommend that the Testing of Oilspill Containment
Equipment Stipulation, as presented below, be included in the
Sale 109 Notice of Sale.

The lessee shall conduct semiannual full-scale drills at the
request of the lessor for platforms, drilling structures,
and operator-controlled contracted cleanup vessels to test
the equipment and the contingency plan.. These drills must
involve deployment of all primary equipment identified in
the oilspill contingency plans as satisfying OCS Order

No. 7. At least two of these drills shall include the
primary equipment controlled and operated by the appropriate
cooperative. These drills will be unannounced and held
under realistic environmental conditions in which deployment
and operations can be accomplished without endangering
safety of personnel. Representatives of the U.S. Coast

Guard, MMS and State of Alaska may be present as observers.
The lessor's inspectors will frequently inspect o0il and gas

STATE-5

facilities where o0ilspill containment and cleanup eguipment
are maintained in order to assure readiness.

Information to Lessees (ITL)

The state recommends that ITL No. 2 - Information on Areas of T
Special Biological and Cultural Sensitively be modified to
include Ledyard Bay as an area of special biological sensitivity.
The following excerpt from the Barrow Arch Synthesis Report
clearly identifies the biological importance of this area.

Ledyard Bay is a highly productive area of the eastern
Chukchi Sea, perhaps the most important in the Barrow Arch
for seabirds and waterfowl. Relatively shallow water and
annually abundant marine fauna combine to provide rich
spring, summer, and fall feeding habitats for many of the
region's birds. The bay is especially significant to
regional and local populations of seabirds; almost all
alcids and larids nesting at Capes Lisburne and Lewis feed
there throughout June and July every year, many thousands of
them continue to forage there in August in some years, and
several thousand subadult glaucous gulls feed and stage
there in August of most years. Ledyard Bay is also particu-
larly important to Alaskan and Canadian populations of
common and king eiders; tens of thousands, or perhaps
hundreds of thousands, of these regionally and locally
important sea ducks stage and nest there in July and August.

In addition to Ledyard Bay, reference to macroalgal beds and

important walrus benthic feeding habitat should be included as
areas of special bioclogical sensitivity in proposed ITL No. 2.
To date, these areas are poorly defined, however, ongoing re-

search studies should aid in further delineating these important |

habitats.

STATE-6




6S-A

ENCLOSURE 2

The state has a number of concerns regarding the Sale 109 Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) environmental impact
analysis. We have focused our comments on four primary concerns:
(1) inadequate impact analysis for the Chukchi polynya,

(2) underestimation of potential o0il and gas development impacts
on bowhead whales, (3) failure to acknowledge environmental
benefits from the Coastal Deferral Alternative, and
(4) deficiencies in the caribou impact discussion.
concerns are discussed below.

Each of these

Impact Analysis for Chukchi Polynya

The DEIS does not contain any specific discussion or conclusions
on the effects of oilspills or noise disturbance in the Chukchi
polynya. This ice lead system is an important spring migration
corridor for bowhead and beluga whales and numerous species of
waterbirds, particularly eider ducks. The Chukchi polynya acts
to concentrate these species both spatially and temporally, which
significantly increases their vulnerability to oilspill or
disturbance impacts. For example, the entire population of
bowhead whales passes through this lead system from mid-April to
early June and, in some years, the majority of the migration may
occur within a two-week period. It is also believed that the
entire eastern Beaufort Sea stock of beluga whales, estimated at
11,500 animals, moves through this nearshore lead system in
spring. The open leads provide essential early-season resting,
staging, and feeding habitat for large numbers of alcids, larids,
waterfowl, and loons during late April to late June, and extreme-
ly large concentrations may occur when inclement weather forces
migrants to "stop-over." The Barrow Arch Synthesis Report
repeatedly acknowledges the importance of the Chukchi polynya as
a migration corridor, and it notes the high degree of vulnerabil-
ity to species using this area from oil development activities.

The DEIS does provide a general analysis which attempts to
discount concerns of oilspill impacts in ice leads on page
IV-B-66:

Perhaps the most serious situation could occur if oil were
spilled into a lead from which bowheads could not escape.

In this case, whales could die or suffer pulmonary distress
from the inhalation of toxic vapors. The probability of
such an occurrence is extremely low; generally, only a small
fraction of the bowhead population would likely occupy the
affected lead at any given time and thus be subject to
mortality.

The assessment that only a small fraction of the population may
occupy an affected lead at any given time is incorrect. A
significant percentage of the bowhead whale population could
occupy a portion of the Chukchi polynya anytime from April to
June. For example, the 1980 spring bowhead census counts at
Point Barrow documented that 70 percent of the observed spring
migration passed by within four days.

STATE-7

We recommend that the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS)
provide a detailed analysis of the wildlife resources that
utilize the Chukchi polynya and the potential impacts that could
occur to these species. This discussion should also address the
potential impacts from oil tankers using the Chukchi polynya.

The DEIS's low and high resource development scenarios predict
that 150 and 750 oil tanker trips, respectively, would be made
each year. Such a high level of oil tanker activity significant-
ly increases our concerns regarding possible oilspill and noise
disturbance impacts, particularly if the Chukchi pclynya is used
as a transportation corridor.

Underestimation of Potential Impacts to Bowhead Whales

A major shortcoming of the DEIS is that the potential effects of
oil and gas exploration are generally underestimated. This is
particularly true with respect to marine mammals which are
seasonally abundant in the Chukchi Sea planning area. Following
are a few specific examples of such underestimation for bowhead
whales.

appears to be very conservative. In comparison, the Sale 87
(Beaufort Sea) FEIS predicted moderate impacts to bowhead whales
We do not believe reducing the overall impact assessment from
that predicted in the Sale 87 FEIS is justified, especially
considering the increased vulnerability of bowheads during their
spring migration through the Chukchi polynya, which was not
included in Sale 87. The Sale 109 FEIS should justify the
reduction in impact assessments for bowhead whales between Outer
Continental Shelf Sales 87 and 109. -

The DEIS overall assessment of minor impacts to bowhead whales ‘w

STATE-8

We do not believe that the scenario used in the worst case ]
analysis for bowhead whales (pages IV-I-1 through IV-I-2) is a
"worst case scenario." A 100,000 barrel spill occurring within
the Chukchi pelynya during the spring migration would generally
have a much greater impact to bowhead whales than the fall
oilspill scenarioc presented in the DEIS. The worst case analysis
in the FEIS should be modified to address a major spill in the
Chukchi polynya during the spring bowhead whale migration.

STATE-9

-

We also question the DEIS minor impact prediction for bowhead
whales in the worst case analysis. Since there has never been a
direct observation of a bowhead whale contacting an oilspill, it
is purely speculative to state that "encountering a 100,000
barrel spill . . . would affect whales only slightly” (DEIS page
IV-I-2). This prediction is based in part on the assumption that STATE-10
bowhead whales are migrating through without "feeding or milling
in any particular area." The data collected on bowhead whales in
this region are far from adequate to support this assumption,
especially for the fall season. In fact, there are no data to
our knowledge with which to evaluate fall feeding in the sale
area, although we know that from September to October bowheads
feed in the area just west of Point Barrow.
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delta, and the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.

Underestimation of Benefits from the Coastal Deferral Alternative

The DEIS significantly underestimates the benefits or environ-
mental protection that would be derived from the Coastal Deferral
Alternative. We are particularly concerned that the DEIS eval-
uation concludes that environmental effects and subsistence
harvest impacts would be the same regardless of whether the
coastal area was deferred. We believe that removing the spring
migration corridor used by bowhead and beluga whales; denning and
feeding areas for polar bears; the area of highest density of
ringed seals along the Alaskan coast; important summer habitats
for spotted seals, belugas, and walrus; and primary subsistence
harvest areas from consideration must substantially reduce the
projected environmental effects of oil and gas development in the
Chukchi Sea planning area. The FEIS should more accurately
reflect the benefits that would be accrued from adopting the
coastal deferral alternative.

Deficiencies in the Caribou Impact Discussion

The DEIS discussion on potential onshore
caribou appears to be deficient in three
DEIS underestimates potential impacts to
between Pt. Belcher and the Trans Alaska Pipeline System (TAPS)
Pump Station 2. The pipeline route described in the DEIS would
avoid the calving range of the ‘Western Arctic Herd and Teshekpuk
Lake Herd thereby minimizing potential caribou impacts. However,
the DEIS (page II-8) also states "The pipeline route would vary
if production within National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska (NPR-A) or
the Beaufort Sea could be facilitated by a different alignment.”
Given the likelihood of oil discoveries in the western Beaufort
Sea, the FEIS should evaluate the potential caribou impacts which

development impacts to
respects. First, the
caribou from a pipeline

might result from an alignment that would facilitate Beaufort Sea N

production.

Second, the DEIS provides only a very general discussion on the
cumulative effects of oil development in the NPR-A, the Mackenzie
It does not
discuss the possibility of additional oil developments that could
be triggered by the presence of a pipeline generated by offshore
development in the Sale 109 area. Small onshore oil and gas
discoveries that could not independently justify a pipeline,
could tie into a major pipeline between the Chukchi Sea and TAPS.
The FEIS should evaluate the impacts of satellite developments to
caribou in addition to the single transportation corridor by
itself.

Finally, although the caribou narrative in the DEIS is fairly
objective, it does contain a few errors. Examples include:

Page IV-B-82: .The DEIS overall conclusion on the potential
effects to caribou only identifies potential impacts to the
Western Arctic Herd (WAH). Dependent on the actual route of
the pipeline corridor, the WAH, Central Arctic Herd (CAH),
and the Teshekpuk Lake caribou herd could all be effected.
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Page IV-B-83, third paragraph: The DEIS states that "Some
displacement of the Central Arctic caribou herd from a small
portion of the calving range near Prudhoe Bay facilities has
occurred." Caribou biologists generally agree that there
has been almost total cessation of calving in the Prudhoe
Bay field, and measurable displacement of calving from the
Milne Point road even during periods of very low traffic.
The FEIS should revise the first sentence in this paragraph
to delete the words "some" and "a small portion of the
calving range near". —

MMS should be aware that |
(1984)

Page IV-B-83, fourth paragraph:
the research and conclusions by Carruthers et al.
have been contested by several caribou biologists.
Carruthers et al. (1984) concluded that caribou cows and
calves avoid the TAPS corridor because it runs primarily
along riparian habitat which cows and calves normally avoid.
This conclusion. conflicts with the findings of Cameron et
al. (1984) as well as the 1983 survey results by Carruthers
et al. (1984). For all but one year the survey design of
Carruthers et al. (1984) did not include a direct comparison
between calf percentages in riparian habitat along TAPS,
with calf percentages in riparian habitat away from TAPS.
However, in the single year (1983) in which this comparison
was made, Carruthers et al. (1984) found that calf
percentages in TAPS riparian habitats were significantly
lower, and bull percentages significantly higher, than in
riparian areas way from TAPS. These results are consistent
with the findings of Cameron et al. (1984).  Cameron et al.
(1984) conducted surveys along major river valleys comparing
riparian areas away from TAPS with riparian areas along
TAPS. They concluded that by comparing comparable habitats,
the significantly lower calf percentages observed along TAPS
as compared to areas away from TAPS, are most likely due to
differences in human ‘disturbance. We believe the DEIS gives
undue credence to the conclusions of Carruthers et al.

(1984) and that this discussion should be revised in the
FEIS. -

Page IV-B~-84, line 14: The statement "The mere physical 7]
presence of the pipeline and associated facilities probably
has no effect . . ." should be qualified. Industry consul-
tants in the Kuparuk oilfield have concluded that under most
conditions adequately elevated pipelines without associated
vehicular traffic will allow caribou to cross. However, the
data concerning large groups of caribou under severe
mosquito harassment are not conclusive; large groups de-
flecting along pipelines have been observed (e.g., Smith and
Cameron 1985). In addition, at a recent industry/agency
caribou workshop, industry consultants agreed that the
question is still unresolved. This issue would have direct
relevance to a pipeline across the range of the WAH where

group sizes are generally greater than those in the CAH. _
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Page IV-B-84, line 21: The statement "Vehicle traffic . . :1
has the greatest influence on caribou behavior and movement”
is somewhat misleading. Traffic levels are a major influ-
ence on the ability of caribou to negotiate linear struc-
tures; however, other influences such as insect densities,
season of the year, and sex and age classes present in the
group are also important. —

Page I1V-B-84, last paragraph: The DEIS assumes that the
majority of the WAH caribou winter south of the Brooks
Range. Survey conducted by the Alaska Department of Fisp
and Game indicate that more WAH caribou have been wintering
on the North Slope in recent years. 1In 1984-85, for exam-
ple, the majority of the herd wintered in the North Slope.
Therefore, a transportation system across the North Slope.
may affect a greater number of caribou over a larger portion
of the year than the DEIS implies. There are relatively few
data on the effects of oil development on caribou during
winter, thus the conclusion that there will be only minor

impacts seems premature at this time. —
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Response STATE-1

The MMS continues to support a focused leasing policy and strives to reduce
potential environmental concerns associated with OCS lease sales.

To date, two lease sales--Sales 85 and 109--have been proposed for the Chukchi
Sea area. Industry has expressed a relatively high level of interest in the
entire planning area.

The Barrow Arch Sale 85 Area Identification process was initiated on June 27,
1983. The Call covered the entire Barrow Arch (Chukchi Sea) Planning Area of
approximately 29.5 wmillion acres (5,450 blocks). The area of geologic
potential included high and moderate potential and was coincident with the
Call boundaries.

Respondents to the Call were asked to delineate areas believed to have
sufficient oil and gas potential to be offered for lease and to rank them
according to priority of interests. Industry indicated interest in the entire
Call area. Fourteen companies provided comments; nine submitted indications
of interest (the range was from 6 to 9 indications per block).

Based on industry interest, the MMS recommended the entire Call area as the
Federal proposal. It included all acreage in which industry indicated any
interest (high, medium, or low) and included the area of geologic potential as
identified by the MMS.

The Chukchi Sea Sale 109 Area Identification process began on January 28,
1985, with the publication of a Call for Information and Nominations in the
Federal Register. The Area of Hydrocarbon Potential covered the entire
planning area, and the Call included the entire planning area (5,450 blocks,
approximately 29.5 million acres).

Respondents were asked to delineate areas of potential interest within the
Call area and to rank those areas. Indications of interest ranged from 7 to
12 per block, with every block receiving at least one high or wmedium
expression of interest.

Based on industry's high level of interest throughout the entire planning
area, the MMS recommended that the entire Chukchi Sea Planning Area be
selected as the proposed Federal action. .

Industry interest remains high in the Sale 109 area. The MMS will carefully
examine information gleaned from earlier sales and from MMS' analysis of
biological, geophysical, and meteorological information. Measures will be
taken to identify and mitigate significant envirommental concerns associated
with the sale.

Response STATE-2

The Chukchi polynya (or ice-lead area) shown on Graphic No. 2 has been given
special attention in this EIS; its importance to bowhead and beluga whales,
seals, walruses, and migratory birds is recognized in ITL No. 2 (Information
on Areas of Special Biological Sensitivity), and the Chukchi polynya was one
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of the bases for the Coastal Deferral Alternative. An expanded discussion in
Section IV.B.7.a(3) (Effects of 0il Spills and Noise Disturbance in the Spring
Lead System) addresses effects on bowhead whales. Risks of oil-spill contact
with the Chukchi polynya are shown in Figures 1IV-20, 1V-21, and IV-22 (as
contact probabilities for Migration-Corridor Sections A, B, and C) and
discussed in Sections IV.B.6.a(3) and IV.B.7.a(l). See also Responses NOAA-4
and NOAA-55.

Note: No Response STATE-3.

Response STATE-4

The MMS believes that Stipulation No. 3 (Protection of Biological Resources)
as written provides adequate protection for the biological resources of the
Sale 109 area.

The stipulations proposed in the EIS generally apply to the OCS and the lease-
hold--the area over which the MMS has jurisdiction and enforcement authority.
If biological populations or habitats outside of the area of MMS' jurisdiction
are identified, they can be noted when exploration and development and produc-
tion plans are reviewed by Federal and State agencies and the public; at that
time, measures can be recommended that would help protect the biological
resources.

The RSFO is required to provide a written notice to the lessee if biological
surveys are to be conducted based on the identification of biological popula-
tions or habitats that may require additional protection. This notice would
provide the written determination that special biological resources exist.

Applicable laws, regulations, orders, and stipulations provide the legal
foundation for the required protection of the biological resources associated
with the sale area. Stipulation No. 3 specifies those identified bioclogical
resources or habitats that may require more protection than is provided by the
existing legal requirements.

Response STATE-5

The proposed stipulation presented by the State--which would require the
lessee to heold a full-scale, semiannual oil-spill exercise--is similar to the
present requirements of Alaska OCS Order No. 7, which requires amnual drills
to test the lessee's response capabilities under realistic environmental
conditions. The MMS/USCG planning guidelines go further by requiring addi-
tional drills for different environmental conditions. The MMS reviews pro-
posed scenarios for response drills in cooperation with the USCG. Drills are
witnessed by the MMS and the USCG to ensure that personnel are capable of
properly deploying response equipment. The MMS can require additional drills
if the initial drill is unsatisfactory. The MMS routinely invites individuals
from State and local governments to attend the oil-spill drills.

Lessees are required to inspect response equipment, train personnel in
response techniques, and maintain records of the inspections and training.
The MMS also has a rigorous inspection program, which ensures that response
equipment is available and maintained in workable condition and that all
personnel receive training required by Alaska OCS Order No. 7.

The proposed stipulation would require deployment of all oil-spill-containment
and cleanup equipment jdentified in the oil-spill-contingency plan (0SCP).
Increasing the frequency of deployment and retrieval of some equipment may
reduce its useful life and potentially cause a premature failure when used
over an extended period of time for an actual spill response.

The MMS believes that the adequacy of spill response can be determimed through
review of the OSCP and through viewing of oil-spill-response drills in accord-
ance with current MMS rules and guidelines, and that unannounced oil-spill-
response exercises are unnecessary. In addition, the MMS believes that
unannounced response drills can be unnecessarily burdensome and costly to the
lessee, especially during exploratory drilling. Unannounced response drills
rmay require shut-in of operations and possible risk to the well in order to
conduct the exercise. The MMS also believes that the periodic inspection of
all equipment, coupled with carefully planned drills in realistic conditions
using on-site equipment, adequately demonstrates the lessee's ability to
conduct a response effort in the unlikely event of a spill.

Response STATE-6

Information on the abundance and distribution of marine and coastal birds
portrayed on Graphic No. 1 recognizes Ledyard Bay as part of the primary
foraging area of major seabird populations at Capes Lisburne and Thompson;
however, marine habitats south of Ledyard Bay are equally important for
seabirds. Kasegaluk Lagoon is more important for waterfowl (geese and ducks)
and shorebirds than is Ledyard Bay. Marine habitats within 19 kilometers of
the Capes Lisburne and Thompson seabird colonies, which include part of
Ledyard Bay, have been given special attention by their inclusion in ITL
No. 2 (Information on Areas of Special Biological Sensitivity).

Due to the poor definition of macroalgal beds and walrus-feeding habitat in
the northern Chukchi Sea, these areas would be better protected under Stipula-
tion No. 3 (Protection of Biological Resources) than under ITL No. 2 (sece Sec.
IT1.H.2). Both of these types of areas can potentially be spotted with
sidescan sonar, which should make their protection under Stipulation No. 3
quite feasible.

Response STATE-7

The Chukchi polynya is referred to as the Ice-Lead Area in Graphic No. 2 and
the Migration Corridor in Figures IV-20, IV-21, and IV-22. The EIS recognizes
the great importance of the Chukchi Sea ice-lead system, or polynya; and
assessment of the effects on this habitat area are covered 1in Sections
IV.B.6.a(3) and IV.B.7.a(l) for oil-spill effects, and in Sections IV.B.6.b,
c, and d for noise and disturbance effects. A new section (IV.B.7.a(3)) has
been added to thé EIS to give more extensive treatment to effects on bowhead
whales in the spring lead system.

The last concern expressed by the commenter was that the EIS is incorrect in
assuming that only a small fraction of the bowhead population may occupy an
affected lead at any given time. -Actually, this is a misinterpretation of the
EIS. The EIS stated "Perhaps the most serious situation could occur if oil
were spilled into a lead from which bowheads could not escape. . .. The
probability of such an occurrence is extremely low; generally, only a small
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fraction of the bowhead population would likely occupy the affected lead at
any given time and thus be subject to mortality." The key phrase in correctly
interpreting this section is "a lead from which bowheads could not escape."
This refers to a closed lead or open-water pond in which bowheads were de-
tained, such as that discussed by Carroll and Smithhisler (1980); it does not
refer to an open lead--through which bowheads would be free to pass in either
direction--which we acknowledge could contain many bowheads. Consequently,
the MMS maintains that the EIS is correct in stating that only a small frac-
tion of the bowhead population would be expected to occupy "a lead from which
bowheads could not escape."

Response STATE-8 M

The MMS believes that the conclusion of MINOR effects for Sale 109 as opposed
tc MODERATE effects for Sale 97 is justified, since several studies completed
since the Sale 87 FEIS was published have alleviated some concerns about
potential effects on bowhead whales (e.g., Richardson, Wells, and Wursig
[1985]}; Ljungblad et al. [1985b]; Geraci and St. Aubin [1986]). In addition,
the bowhead whale population is now estimated to be almost twice as large
(7,200 individuals [IWC, 1988, In Press]), as that estimated for the Sale 87
FEIS analysis (4,000 individuals [USDOI, MMS, 1984a]). Consequently, with a
larger bowhead population, it is believed that greater effects could occur
prior to reaching a MODERATE level of effect on the bowhead population. Also,
contrary to information presented by the commenter, the Sale 87 FEIS did
analyze the potential effects of oil and gas leasing on bowhead whales
migrating through the spring lead system near Barrow (USDOI, MMS, 1984a, Pages
IV-96 through IV-101 and IV-208 through IV-211).

Response STATE-9

The text in Section IV.I has been amended to address this concern.

Response STATE-10

A 100,000-barrel oil spill would affect only a very minor portion of the
bowhead fall-migration corridor. As a result of this and due to the fact that
the bowhead fall migration is spatially more dispersed than the spring migra-
tion, it is likely that only a few whales would contact oil. Despite the fact
that bowheads have never been observed contacting an oil spill, other large
baleen whales have been observed to contact oil without any apparent harm
(Goodale et el., 1981; Geraci and St. Aubin, 1982). Consequently, it would be
even more ''speculative" to assume that brief contact with spilled oil would
result in harm to bowheads. There is no evidence to indicate that substantial
numbers of bowhead whales aggregate to feed or mill in the Alaskan Chukchi Sea
during the fall migration. MMS contractors have flown whale surveys for a
considerable number of hours over the Chukchi Sea without observing substan-
tial bowhead aggregations or feeding activity.

Response STATE-11

See Response BIA-1.

Response STATE-12

The development of o0il discoveries in the far western part of the Beaufort Sea
Planning Area (Sale 97 FEIS {USDOI, MMS, 1987a]) assumes the use of the same
onshore-pipeline route from Point Belcher to the TAP as that described for
proposed Chukchi Sea Sale 109. Therefore, potential effects on caribou are
expected to remain the same as described under the Sale 109 proposal, since
the pipeline alignment would remain the same (no pipelines across the Western
Arctic calving range) with or without western Beaufort Sea (Sale 97) develop-
ment. 0il leasing in the NPR-A has so far excluded the Western Arctic herd
calving range; thus, an NPR-A/OCS pipeline is not likely to cross the calving
range of this herd.

Response STATE-13

The EIS provides a cumulative-effects analysis based on presently available
information on other projects. There is no available information on possible
small oil discoveries that may occur from State Sales 53 and 58 (which have
been deleted from the State's current 5-year schedule but are still analyzed
in the EIS because they may be reinstated), let alone on whether the possible
discoveries would be economical if a pipeline were built somewhere across the
NPR-A. The assumed Sale 109 pipeline route from Sale 109 leases coming ashore
at Point Belcher and crossing the NPR-A to the TAP (Graphic No. 3) is about
161 kilometers away from State Sale 533 and 58 areas and existing ASRC onshore
leases. Therefore, it is unlikely that thé assumed Sale 109 development
pipeline would make these possible small oil discoveries economical.

Response STATE-14

The assessment of pctential effects on caribou from the proposal assumes that
the Sale 109 pipeline corridor shown on Graphic No. 3 would be built. This
assumed pipeline route would not cross the Teshekpuk Lake or the Central
Arctic caribou-herd calving ranges. The proposed Sale 109 area is not adja-
cent to the ranges of these two herds; thus, the EIS focuses on the caribou
herd that is likely or expected to be affected by the proposal--the Western
Arctic herd.

The Prudhoe Bay oil-development area represents 5 percent or less of the total
calving range of this herd; thus, the use of the terms "some' displacement and
"small" portion of the calving range is appropriate as reflected in Section
IV.B.8.a. Use of the terms ''some" displacement of caribou and "small" portion
of the calving range is further supported by the fact that the Prudhoe Bay oil
field was never specifically identified as an important or concentrated
calving area of the Central Arctic herd prior to oil development in the area.
Measurable displacement of the Central Arctic caribou herd along the Milne
Point Road occurred within a few kilometers of the road system. This area
also represents a small.portion of the Central Arctic herd calving range (less
than 1%).

Response STATE-15
The EIS discusses the Carruthers, Jakimchuk, and Ferguson (1984) study on the

effect of the TAP on Central Arctic herd distribution in the general discus-
sion of disturbance effects associated with pipelines (Sec. IV.B.8.a). The
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conclusions of this study are not used in the site-specific effects analysis;
thus, the EIS does not give undue credence to the conclusions of this 1984
study. The discussion of this study was included to show the opposing view on
whether the TAP has affected the distribution of the Central Arctic herd.

Response STATE-16

The sentence stating that ''the mere physical presence of the {TAP] pipeline
has no effect' on the behavior, etc., of caribou was qualified by the MMS'
recognition that the pipeline must be of sufficient height for the caribou to
pass underneath it. There is no evidence to indicate that the TAP acts as a
fence for caribou. Smith and Cameron (1985) reported the deflection of large
groups of caribou along the Kuparuk pipeline, but this pipeline disturbance
was associated with adjacent motor-vehicle traffic--not the pipeline alone.

Response STATE-17

The text in Section IV.B.8 has been amended to address this concern.

Response STATE-18

The EIS recognizes that part of the Western Arctic herd overwinters on the
North Slope (Sec. IV.B.8.a), but during most winter seasons the majority of
the herd overwinters south of the North Slope. The TAP has not been shown to
affect the Central Arctic herd on its winter range, and the proposed pipeline
across the NPR-A is not expected to affect the herd on its winter range--
regardless of whether the herd overwinters on the North Slope or south of the
Brooks Range. Although large numbers of caribou (10-60 thousand) of the
Western Arctic herd overwinter on the North Slope, the majority of the herd
does not overwinter there (Davis, ADF&G, 1987, oral comm.).
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NORTH SLOPE BOROUGH
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

P.O. Box 69
Barrow, Alaska 99723

Phone: 907-852-2611
George N. Ahmaogak, Sr., Mayor

May 4, 1987

Mr. Alan Powers

Regional Director, Alaska OCS Region
Minerals Management Service

949 East 36th Avenue, Room 110
Anchorage, Alaska 99508-4302

Dear Mr. Powers:

Please regard this letter and the accompanying Comments document as
the response of the North Slope Borough to your call for comments
regarding proposed Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 109. As the area-wide local
government for the northernmost region in Alaska, bordering the Chukchi
and Beaufort Seas, the Borough speaks to those potential impacts of
greatest concern {o the people of its member villages who rely upon
subsistence resources for their sustenance.

The Borough would support the proposed Chukchi Sea Lease 109 only
upon the condition that the 1,630 whole or partial blocks situated along the
entire coastline as described in the Draft Environmentsl Impact Statement
(DEIS) as Alternative VI, Coastline Deferral, be deferred from the
proposed sale.

The Alternative V1! Coastal Deferral area is unique and of particular
importance to the residents of the North Slope Borough because of the sea
ice dynamics and the presence of many animal species that live in or
migrate through the area, and which are relied upon by families for
subsistence harvest. During the winter and spring the pack ice is fairly
close to land throughout the Coastal Deferral area. It is common
knowledge among the coastal villages near the Lease Sale 109 area, that
Chukchi Sea ice is much more dynamic than that of the Beaufort Sea. The
pack ice is moved by winds and water currents which can create leads of
open water within the sheer zone especially in the spring. When the pack
ice is pushed close to the landfast ice there is a limited amount of open
water in which marine mammals using this area may surface. An oil spill
or oil which has been trapped in the ice and released by melting could

Mr. Alan Powers
May 4, 1987
Page 2

cover significant amounts of open water in such an area. We are also
obviously concerned that industrial activity in the Coastal Deferral area
could displace animals and affect the subsistence hunt.

The North Slope Borough urges selection of Alternative VI, Coastal
Deferral for the following additional reasons:

a.  Alternative VI is the only alternative which allows exploration
and development to occur in the sale area but avoids drilling in
most of the spring lead system and associated broken ice areas.
By minimizing drilling in or near the lead system, there will be
less likelihood of oil spills and a reduced danger to marine
animals which use or migrate through the lead system.

b. There is not a major reduction in mean resource estimate if
Alternative VI is selected. Table II-2 lists the mean resource
estimates for the Proposal and the three deferral alternatives.
The mean resource estimates for the Proposal and Alternative VI
are 2.68 and 2.24 billion barrels of oil, respectively. The
Alternative VI estimate is only 16% less than that of the
Proposal. The difference seems to be a reasonable sacrifice in
order to reduce drilling-related spills and improve protection of
marine life in the lead system and subsistence hunting for marine
animals.

¢. Alternative VI addressed more concerns expressed during the
scoping process than the Proposal or any other deferral
alternative (see pages I-17 through 1-22).

As noted in more detail in the attached Comments document - the
North Slope Borough would consider any Final EIS adopted in the same
form as this DEIS as inadequate for purposes of agency compliance with
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. That Act, and applicable
regulations, requires not only that the agency preparing a draft EIS must
request comments from state and local agencies, and the public, but also
requires the agency in preparing a final EIS, to consider and respond to
the comments. The comments must be Included with the Fin .

Please note that the comments on the attached pages are presented as
General Comments (pp. 1 -12) and as Specific Comments (pp. 12 - 52).

Thank you for your attention and anticipated consideration of these
comments.

Sincerely,

- - M 3a
/Gedfge Ahmaogak, Sr.

Mayor

Attachment: 1

NSB-1
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Mr. Alan Powers
May 4, 1987
Page 3

ce:

Edward Itta, Director, NSB Planning Department
Warren Matumeak, Deputy Director, Permitting
Harold Curran, NSB Chief Administrative Officer
Ben Nageak, NSB Wildlife Management

Cindy Young, Director, NSB Health & Social Services
Arnold Brower Jr., Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission
Nate Olemaun Jr., Mayor, City of Barrow

Luke Koonuk, Mayor, City of Pt. Hope

Willard Neakok, Mayor, Pt. Lay IRA

Jacob Kagak, Mayor, City of Wainwright

Eugene Brower, Barrow Whaling Captains Asscciation
Earl Finkler, City of Barrow

Conments on Chukchi Sea Sale 109

Draft Envircnmental Impact Statement*

Submitted to
Alan D. Powers
Regicnal Director (Alaska OCS Region)
Minerals Management Service
949 E. 36th Avenue, Roam 110
Anchorage, Alaska  99508-4302

Sutmitted by
George N. Ahmaogak, Sr.
Mayor
North Slope Borough
P.O. Box 69

Barrow, Alaska 99723

May 4, 1987

*Note that the comments on the attached pages are presented as General Comments
(pp. 1 - 12) and as Specific Comments (pp. 12 - 52).
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General Comments

It is important that Alternative VI — the Coastal Deferral Alternative --
be adopted. The Coastal Deferral Zone contains the lead system* through which
bowhead whales and many beluga whales migrate in the spring. An oil spill or
o0il which bas frozen into the ice being released by melting could affect much of

the open water in such an area.

1f Alternative I is adopted, migrating whales would be at risk fram Point |
Hope to near Barrow., It is possible that exploratory activities could be timed
to avoid whale migrations and decrease the hazard, but it would be impossible
for year-round development and production to occur without creating a situation
that would jeopardize the continued existence of the bowhead whale. Noise
disturbance and risk of oil spills contacting whales could not be avoided while
working in or near the lead system. Since production and development could never

be done in the lead system without seriously affecting the migrating whales,

leases should not be sold in these areas. N

On page IV-B-113 of the DEIS it is stated that under Alternative 1 the
effect of Sale 109 on subsistence hunting will be Major in Wainwright and
Moderate in other villages. The area which would be deferred by Alternative VI
contains hunting areas for the villages of Point Hope, Point Lay, Wainwright,
and Barrow. Adopting alternative VI would reduce disturbance to subsistence

hunting.

*The term "lead system" is used in these comments to refer to the lead (or
leads) and associated broken ice areas through which the spring migrating

bowhead whales travel.

NSB-2

If during the spring migration there was oil covering a significant portion of_!’
the open water it would surely force whales into contact with the oil. Contact }
with spilled oil presents a clear danger for bowhead whales, especially~
regarding ingestion and contact with skin, especially the eroded areas (Albert,
1981a). 0il may adhere to the roughened areas of skin or tactile hairs (Haldiman
et al., 1981), and it reduces filtering efficiency of bowhead whale baleen

(Braithewaite et al., 1983)

Whales restricted to an oil-covered area of open water within the ice could
likely suffer pulmonary distress as a result of breathing petroleum vapor during
repeated sufmhés. Such a restriction is not out of the question since
bddheadshavebeenobservaiinmeBarrwareacontmmlymmingmthesane
small area of open water presumably because there was no more readily available
open water where they could surface (Carroll and Smithhisler, 1980). The entire

bowhead migration was held up for a period by ice in 1980 (Ljungblad et al.,
1985) .

The actual inhalation of oil is also possible. Very close range

observations (within 5 meters) have been made of bowhead whales and it was seen
that water pooled in the closed external nares when the whales surfaced (Ca.rroll‘
et al., In Press). It is assumed that sawe oil on the surface of the water would
also pool in the external nares. There are tactile hairs around the blow hole
and folds of skin in the external nares to which oil could adhere. The skin
ammdthetopofmeblowmleonmvmaleshasbeenobse:vedtobequite
abraded (Carroll et al., 1987) . Bowheads sometimes use the top of the blowhole
to make breathing holes in ice and presumably this is why that area of skin is
abraded (George and Carrolet al., 1987). The abraded skin would provide another

NSB-3
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surface to which oil could adhere and therefore possibly be inhaled. The
bowhead's inhalation is more powerful than the exhalation. Carroll et al. (1987)
found that the mean amount of time it takes for an inhalation is about half that
of an exhalation (0.71 seconds for an inhalation and 1.45 seconds for an
exhalation); therefore, the air must be moving faster during the inhalation. It
is quite possible that there could be some oil remaining on the rough skin or
tactile hairs after the exhalation that could be inhaled by the more powerful
inhalation. '

It is stated on page IV-B-66 of the DEIS that only a small fraction of th;
bowhead population would likely occupy an affected lead at any given time. The
fact is that a sizable portion of the population could occupy a section of the
lead at a time and this could happen any time fram April to June. Bowheads
migrate through the Chukchi Sea fram early April through June, but often they
pass in pulses where a.large percentage of the whales pass during a short time
period. For instance, in 1985 43% of the whales counted during the spring census
at Barrow were seen during 3% of the season {(George et al., In Press). These
pulses generaliy occur during late April and early May, but there are exceptions
such as in 1980 when no whales were seen until 21 May, and 70% of the population
passed in 4 days (Krogman et al., 1982). Cows with calves alsc often pass during
a relatively short time period. For example, 38 of 59 calves counted in 1986
were seen fram 21 May through 30 May (George et al., In Press). Therefore, an

0il spill at the wrong time could have a profound effect on the population.

-

As a result of recent oil and gas development at Prudhoe Bay and related
CIP construction, all North Slope Borocugh communities have been experiencing

increased social problems such as rising rates of alccholism and drug abuse,

NSB-4

demestic viclence, child ‘abuse, homicide and suicide.

It is anticipated that
similar impacts will be experienced again, though this time the focus of impact

will be primarily felt in Wainwright.

It is further anticipated that as a result of sociocultural impacts frclﬂ

Sale 109 development, the existing network of health and social services
available to Wainwright will not be adequate to meet the anticipated increased
social health needs and that additional rescurces will have to be mobilized.

IMPACT OF U.S. SUPREME COURT DECISION IN AMOQO PRODUCTION v. VILLAGE OF GAFBELL/—‘

OTHER LEGISLATIVE PROTECTIONS AFFORDED SUBSISTENCE USES / ABORIGINAL RIGHTS

On March 24, 1987, the U.S. Supreme Court decided the case of Amoco Production
Company, et al. v. Village of Gambell, et al., No. 85-1239, together with No.

85-1406, Hodel, Secretary of the Interior, et al. v. Village of Gamble, et al.

also on certiorari to the Supreme Court. Throughout this discussion these cases
will be collectively referred to as "Gambell®™. It is the purpose of this
portion of the camments to outline the effect of Gambell on ANIICA § 810, to
review the implications of Gambell for aboriginal rights on the OCS, and to

point out the protections still afforded endangered species by other

environmental laws.

NSB-5
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I. ANILCA

In Gampbell, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that the Alaska National Interest Lands
Conservation Act (ANILCA]l, and in particular § 810, did not apply to the outer
continental shelf [OCS]. The Court determined that ANIICA's plain language
makes ANILCA applicable only to Federal lands within the State of Alaska's
boundaries. Section 102 of ANILCA, 16 U.S.C. § 3102(3) defines "public lands"
to mean Federal lands "situated in Alaska", which phrase has a precise
geographic/political meaning. The State of Alaska's boundaries extend only to a
point three miles frum the coastline; fram that point the OCS cammences. The
Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act [OCSLA], rather than ANIICA, governs offshore

oil development.

What does this mean for OCS lease Sale 109? Section 810(a), 16 U.S.C. §

3120(a), provides:

In determining whether to withdraw, reserve, lease, or otherwise permit the
use, occupancy, or disposition of public lands under any provision of law
authorizing such actions, the head of the Federal agency having primary
jurisdiction over such lands or his designee shall evaluate the effect of
such use, occupancy, or disposition on subsistence uses and needs, the
availability of other lands for the purposes sought to be achieved, and
other alternatives which would reduce or eliminate the use, occupancy, or
disposition of public lands needed for subsistence purposes. No such
withdrawal, reserVation, lease, permit, or other use, occupancy, or
disposition of such lands which would significantly restrict subsistence
uses shall be effected until the head of such Federal agency~

(1} gives notice to the appropriate State agency and the appropriate local
committees and regional councils established pursuant to section 3115 of
this title;

(2) gives notice of, and holds, a hearing in the vicinity of the area
involved; and

(3) determines that (A) such a significant restriction of subsistence uses
is _necessary, consistent with sound management principles for the
utilization of the public lands, (B) the proposed activity will involve the
minimal amount of public lands necessary to accamplish the purposes of such

use, occupancy or other disposition, and (C) sonable steps will be taken
to minimize adverse &EE upon subs:.stence uses and resources resulting
fram such actions. [Emphasis added].

The Supreme Court ruled that by the cbvicus language of ANILCA § 102 ("in
Alaska"), the cobligations of § 810 set forth above are imposed upon federal
agencies conly with respect to decisions affecting the use of federal lands
within the boundaries of the State of Alaska. The Court explained:

The phrase "in Alaska" has a precise geographic/political meaning. The
boundaries of the State of Alaska can be determined with exactitude. . .
.Under § 4 of the Submerged Lands Act, 43 U.S.C. § 1312, the seaward
boundary of a coastal State extends to a ‘line three miles from its
coastline. At that line, the OCS commences. OCSIA § 2(a), 43 U.S.C. §
1331(a). By definition, the OCS is not situated in the State of Alaska. .
. .We reject the notion that Congress was merely waiving its hand in the
general direction of northwest North America when it defined the scope of
ANILCA as "federal lands™ "situated in Alaska". Gambell Op. pp. 14-15.

Therefore, the hearing procedure, the standards by which decisions are made

authorizing actions upon federal lands which might "significantly restrict

subsistence uses", and the "reasonable steps" required to be taken to "minimize"
adverse impacts upon subsistence, as required by ANILCA § 810 for all federal
land actions within the State of Alaska, are not applicable to activities on the

QCs, and are not required for processing proposed Lease Sale 109.

However, this does not mean that the hearings which toock place were meaningless,

or that environmental and subsistence concerns need not be considered by MMS.

Pursuant to NEPA, the Department of Interior, Minerals Management Service, must
draft an Envirormental Impact Statement on proposed Lease Sale 109.  This EIS
must still take into account the socio-cultural impact of changes in the

availability of subsistence resources, as well as the impact of industrial
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activities upon endangered species and marine mammals. Therefore, there was

every incentive to proceed with the hearings as vigorously as if ANILCA § 810
still applied and to give as mich input as possible with regard to potential

impacts to subsistence resources.

II. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS IN THE OCS

Although ANIICA no longer applies to the OCS, several other enviromnmental
statutes do apply to activities on the OCS, and to proposed Lease Sale 109.
They are:
1. The Coastal Zone Management Act [(CZMA] 16 U.S.C. § 1451 et seq.;
2. The Naticnal Envirormental Policy Act [NEPA], 42 U.S.C. § 4331 et
seq.;
3. The Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act, 16 U.S.C. § 1431
et seq.;
4, The Marine Mammal Protection Act [MMPA], 16 C.5.C. § 1361 et seq.;
5. The Fishery Conservation and Management Act, 16 U.S.C. § 1801 et seq.;
and

6. The Endangered Species Act (ESA], 16 U.S.C. § 1531 et seq.

The Endangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq. and the Marine Marmal
Protection Act [MMPA], 16 U.S.C. § 1371 et seq., both recently amended, provide
protections to endangered species and marine mammals, and afford protection to
the availability of subsistence species such as the ‘Bowhead Whale for adequate

subsistence harvest.

Under the pre-amendment ESA, federal agencies had to insure that their actions
would not be likely to "jeopardize the continued existence" of any endangered
species. The more restrictive pre-amendment MMPA prohibited any taking of
marine mammals on the endangered species list, except for scientific purposes.
And the MMPA defined taking to include harassment, and in twn defined
harassment to include disturbance. This had enabled the Borough to argue that
any noise disturbance by exploratory drilling operations would result in an
illegal taking by harassment. The oil companies prevailed upon Congress that
this argument cut too deeply and would lead to an unreasonable limitation of
their drilling activities. Congress accepted that argument and amendments to
the MMPA, and conforming amendments to the ESA were made last Octcber. However,
even the amended ESA and MMPA provide significant protection to endangered

marine mammals upon which the people of the North Slope depend for nutrition.

Under the amended MMPA, the Naticnal Marine Fisheries kService [NMFS] can issue a
permit to allow incidental takings of endangered marine mammals (such as the
Bowhead Whale) if NMFS determines that the takings will have a "negligible
impact” on the species. The Conference Report (legislative history) provides a
definition of negligible impact as one: "that cannot reasonably be expected to,
and is not reasonably likely to, adversely effect the overall population through
effects on annual rates of recruitment or survival." 132 Congressional Record S
16305 (Qaily ed. Oct. 15, 1986). Attorneys for the Alaska Eskimo Whaling
Commission, [(ABWC] had negotiated for several months and succeeded in getting
language added to the MMPA at § 101(a)(S5)(A) (i), 16 U.S.C. 1371(al (5} (A) (i},
that would require NMFS, when granting a permit for incidental takings, to make
a determination that such takings would not have "an unmitigable adverse effect

on the availability of {a] species. . .for subsistence uses." 1d., $ 16538.
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The accompanying conference report explained that this effect would take place
when the activity is likely to cause a reduction in availability of the whale to

the point that the subsistence needs could not be met.

In light of the above, it is paramount that NSB staff and the residents of Point
Hope, Point lay, Wainwright and Barrow participate fully throughout the EIS
process to make known their concerns for subsistence, in particular how Sale 109
might make animals unavailable for harvest. And it is important that the
Borough scrutinize the adequacy of the DEIS in its analysis of impacts upon
subsistence uses as well as for impacts upon the continued existence of the

species affected.

The Draft EIS for proposed lease sale 109 was prepared in accordance with the
requirements of NEPA. Affected parties are afforded the opportunity to seek
judicial review of the adequacy of the Final EIS. The comments herein offered
by the NSB are an important foundation to lay for challenging the adequacy of
the FEIS if those coamments are disregarded. Judicial review will also be
available to challenge any MMPA permits for incidental takings issued in
conjunction with future Sale 109 exploratory activities. The new procedures for
permits under MMPA offer greater opportunities for legal issues and public
cament than do the procedures for issuance of a biological opinion under the
ESA. Under MMPA the public record must include public comments and reascned
agency responses as part of the basis and purpose staterent required by the rule
making procedures of the Administrative Procedure Act. Mitigating measures

which would condition permits must be adopted by regulation.

III. ABORIGINAL RIGHTS - ANCSA

The Gambell decision has serious implications for aboriginal rights on the OCS
and could impact Lease Sale 109. At the same time the oil companies appealed
the Ninth Circuit's holding-that ANILCA applied to the OCS (which holding was
then overturned by the Supreme Court), the Native villages cross-appealed the
Ninth Circuit's concurrent ruling that the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act
[ANCSA] extinguished aboriginal rights on the OCS. The North Slope Borough
submitted an amicus curiae (friend of the court) brief to the U.S. Supreme Court
in support of the cross-petition, and argued that ANCSA did not extinguish OCS
aboriginal rights. ANCSA § 4(b), 43 U.S.C. § 1603(b) provided:

All aboriginal titles, if any, and claims of aboriginal title in Alaska
based on use and occupancy, including submerged land underneath all water
areas, both inland and offshore, and including any aboriginal hunting or
fishing rights that may exist, are hereby extinguished. {Emphasis added}.
The Ninth Circuit had construed the phrase "in Alaska" to mean the "gecgraphic
region, including the contiguous continental shelf and the waters akove it; and

not merely the area within the strict legal boundaries of the State of Alaska.”

People of the Village of Gambell v. Clark, 746 F.2d 572, 575 (9th Cir, 1984).
The Ninth Circuit then concluded that ANILCA § 810 had the same geographic scope
as ANCSA § 4(b). In overruling the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals and holding

that ANIICA does not apply to the OCS, the U.S. Supreme Court observed:

The similarity between the lanquage of ANIICA and its predecessor statutes,
the Statehood Act and ANCSA, also refutes the contention that Congress
intended “Alaska" to include the OCS. In the Statehood Act, Congress
provided that the State of Alaska could select over 100 million acres from
the vacant and unreserved “"public lands of the United States in Alaska"
within 25 years of its admission. Statehood Act § 6{(b), 72 Stat. 340.
Similarly, in ANCSA, Congress allowed Native Alaskans to select
approximately 40 million acres of "Federal lands and interests therein

10
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located in Alaska," with the exception of federal installations ard land
selections of the State of Alaska under the Statehocd Act. 43 U.S.C. §§

1602(e}, 1610(a), 1611. We agree with the Secretary that "it is
inconceivable that Congress intended to allow either the State of Alaska or
Native Alaskans to select portions of the OCS - _a vital national rescurce
reserve held by the (goverrment] for the public’. (43 U.S.C. 1332 (3))."
[Citations omitted]. Clearly, the purpose of these provisions was to
apportion the land within the boundaries of the State of Alaska. The
nearly identical language in ANILCA strongly suggests a similar scope for
that statute. [Op. p. 19-20, emphasis added].

The Supreme Court did not rule in Gambell upon the scope of ANCSA § 4(b), the
section which extinquished aboriginal rights. Rather, the Court granted the
cross petition of the Native villages on that issue, No. 85~1608, vacated the
judgment of the Court of Appeals that § 4(b) extinguished aboriginal rights on
the OCS, and remanded that question back to the Court of Appeals for its
decision "in light of this opinion”. However, to be consistent with the Gambell
opinion, it seems doubtless that the Ninth Circuit will now rule that ANCSA did

not extinguish aboriginal rights on the OCS.

It is only a matter of time until a party raises its claim of OCS aboriginal
rights and seeks the stoppage of development activities in the OCS to the extent
that such activities interfere or impinge upon those aboriginal rights, unless
and until the Natives consent to those activities, or until aboriginal rights in
the area are lawfully extinguished. As a home rule municipality and political
subdivision of the State of Alaska, the North Slope Borough would not have
standing to initiate litigation to enforce aboriginal rights. However, Native
villages who feel that their aboriginal rights to hunt various subsistence
species, in particular the Bowhead Whale, is being, or is about to be, impinged
by development activities, could seek an injunction to stop the activities which

are interfering with access to hunt the species or which jeopardize the

11

continued existence of the species.

Previous litigation which asserted

aboriginal rights on the OCS, ICAS and UIC v. United States, might be revived.

1.

Specific Comments

Page xviii. Paragraph 3 includes the following statement:

"The risk from spills would be mitigated to the extent that weathering
of oil occurs and by the success of any oil spill cleanup measures

undertaken."”

The information on Page IV-A-16 & IV-A-17 states that only 5 to 15 percent

of an offshore oil spill in the lease sale area cculd be cleaned up. Along
with this, Table IV-5 shows that up to 75 percent of an oil spill will

remain on the water surface after ten days.

In view cf this data, one should conclude that the RISK FROM AN OIL SPILL
WILL NOT BE SIGNIFICANTLY MITIGATED BY WEATHERING OR CLEANUP MEASURES.
Therefore, the statement cited above downplays the risk associated with oil
spills. This point becomes cbvious when one recognizes that the Draft
Environment Impact Statepent (DEIS) does not quantify oil spill cleanup
capability for broken ice or sub-surface blowouts from drillship op-

erations.

12
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3.

Page I-7.
North Slope Borough recommended that the DEIS for Chukchi Sea Sale 109

During the April 18, 1985 scoping meeting in Barrow, Alaska, the

include an oil spill risk analysis which addresses the increased risk of

using drillships and other floating platforms for offshore exploration.

We are disappointed to see that this DEIS does not discuss oil spill risks
associated with drillship activity. Since Minerals Management Service
acknowledges that two or more drillships may operate in the proposed lease
sale area, it is hereby requested that oil spill and blowout risks for
drillship activity in ice-infested water be identified and presented for

public camment.

Pages I-7 and I-8.
109, the North Slope Borough and the Envircrmental Protection Agency
recamended a seasonal drilling restriction to protect the endangered
bowhead whale fram oil spills. It was also requested that the DEIS include
a stipulation on oil spill cleanup capability for ice~infested water.

It was disappointing to find that: (1) The DEIS does not include any
stipulations to protect the bowhead whale, and (2) The DEIS does not

include any stipulations on oil spill cleanup capability.

Since 0il spills usuwally occur during petroleum exploration and develop—
ment, it is essential that adequate stipulatiocns be in place to protect the
bowhead whale and ensure that industry has the capability to clean up oil
spills in ice-infested water. These stipulations would be consistent with

the level of protection provided for previous lease sales in adjacent

13

At the April 18, 1985 scoping meeting, for Chukchi Sale
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areas. Whereas sufficient information has not been provided to show that

the risks are any less for Sale 109, it is imperative that Minerals
Management Service take appropriate steps to protect the bowhead whale and
ensure that adequate oil spill cleanup capability will be available for
Page I-15. Paragraph 1 includes the following statement:

"An Information to Lessees (ITL) is included in this EIS which should
provide endangered whales adequate protection against adverse effects

fram OCS activities."

ITL No. 3 - Information on_ Protection of Endangered Whales (Page II-22)

gives the Regional Supervisor, Field Operations, “he authority to limit or
suspend oil and gas drilling activities whenever endangered whales are
present and near enough to be subjected to probable oil spill risks or
noise disturbange that would be likely to jeopardize the continued exis-
tence of these species. This ITL also states that exploratory drilling,
testing, and other downhole activities may be prohibited whenever endan-~

gered whales are in the vicinity of the drilling operation.

The North Slope Borough fimmly believes that this ITL does not provide

sufficient protection for the endangered bowhead whale because:

<] The oil spill risk analysis presented in the DEIS is based on an

incamplete assessment of existing data. Data which would show a

14
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higher probability for oil spills was not included in the DEIS risk

analysis.

o The DEIS clearly states that only 15 percent of a major offshore spill
could be cleaned up. In view of this, it is difficult to believe that
the remaining 85 percent would not pose significant risk to the
bowhead whale.

o Due to problems associated with monitoring the bowhead whale mi-
gration, it would be difficult to discern if whales in certain areas
are threatened by potential oil spills or noise related activities.
This is especially true when visibility is reduced by fog (up to
30 percent of the time from May through September).

[} The biclogical opinion prepared by National Marine Fisheries Service
for Sale 109 was not included in the DEIS, nor was it present else-

where for public comment.

As opposed to giving the Regional Supervisor, Field Operations, the discre-
tionary authority to determine when to suspend driliing activities to
protect the bowhead whale, it is requested that Minerals Management Service
impose a stipulation which would require suspension of drilling activities,
testing, and other downhole activities during the spring and fall mi-
gration. Once such a stipulation is in place, modifications could be made
on a case-by-case basis, in consultation with the North Slope Borough,

National Marine Fisheries Service, State of Alaska, and the operator.

15
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That a further stipulation be included in each lease which restricts
any drilling to above threshold depth prior to the commencement of bowhead

whale migration.

Pages I-15 and I-16 of the DEIS contains the following statements:

“"The probability of endangered whales contacting spilled oil is low.
In addition, a spill would have to occur when and where the whales
were present and would have to contact the whales in order to put the
whales at risk.”

These statements are based on speculation and cannot be supported by facts.
As opposed to making a blanket statement such as "The probability of
endangered whales contacting spilled oil is low”", it is requested that
Minerals Management Service (MMS) provide data to show how many whales
would contact oil for various size spills which could occur. This informa-
tion is needed to assess the impact that oil spills could have on the
bowhead whale population.

Secondly, the North Slope Borough believes that it is not necessary for a~
spill to occur when and where the whales are present in order to pose a
risk. It should be recognized that both whales and oil spills move.
Therefore, it would be appropriate for MMS to acknowledge that wind and
currents could cause an oil spill to intersect cor enter the bowhead whale
migration corridor. If this occurs, contact would be very likely during

the migration season. In view of this, MMS has not properly addressed the

NSB-11
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risks and potential impacts associated with petroleum activities in the

proposed lease sale area.

Page I-15, 6th para, 4th sentence. We disagree with predictions about

contact between spilled oil and bowhead whales. We disagree on how and
when contact could occur, on the likelihood of contact occurring and on the
ability of bowhead whales to metabolize ingested oil. Following are five -
examples:

a. The DEIS states on that "... a spill would have to occur when and N
where the whales were present and would have to contact the whales in order

to put the whales at risk".

A spill would not have to occur when and where the whales were present.

It is generally agreed that spilled oil could be trapped in or under the
ice and released at breakup. Such release of "trapped" spilled oil could
occur during the broken ice period characteristic of the spring migration

period.

Contact is not the only way which whales could be put at risk by an oil
spill. Scientists (Carroll et al., 1987) and Eskimo hunters have observed

bowhead whales feeding during the spring migration. Feeding whales could

. ingest spilled oil at the surface or in the water column with contaminated

prey and/or as a consequence of filtering contaminated water.

b. We disagree with the DEIS on whether bowhead whales will remain in
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the area of an oil spill. The DEIS states that bowhead whales are not

likely to remain in the area of a spill during spring migration (p IV-B-66,

lst para, sentences 1-4). As stated above, bowhead whales have been

cbserved feeding and milling during the spring migration (Carroll et al.
1987). The ability of bowhead whales to detect spilled oil is unknown.
Therefore, it is possible that bowhead whales could feed in the area of a

spill without detecting or being alarmed by the spilled oil.

C. We disagree with the DEIS on whether whales could ingest enough oil 7

to proauce toxic effects. The DEIS states (p IV-B-67, lst para, lines 1-2)

that "... it is unlikely t:h;at bowheads would ingest the large quantity of
oil needed to produce toxic effects”. WNo one knows what quantity of
ingested oil is needed to cause toxicity in bowhead whales or any other
large cetacean. There is only speculation based on toxic effects in small
cetaceans, other gmall marine mammals and terrestrial mammals (Geraci and

St. Aubin 1982).

d. We disagree with the accuracy of and impression given by the DEIS
about the bowhead whale's ability to metabolize ingested oil. The DEIS

states (p IV-B-67, lst para, lines 3-4) that "... bowheads possess enzymes

capable of metabolizing or detoxifying small quantities of ingested oil
...". The review article cited by the DEIS {(Hansen 1985) mentions -the
presence of such enzymes in seals and cetaceans. The article does not
specify the number or types of cetacean species in which the enzymes occur,
and bowhead whales are not specifically mentioned. One study (Geraci and
St. Aubin 1982) referenced by the review involved amall cetaceans: five

dolphins (of two species) and one porpoise.
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7.

The DEIS statement above also gives the impression that the bowhead

whales' ability to metabolize ingested oil is understood to some degree.

It is not understoed at all.

e. The DEIS states (p I-16, 2nd para, last sentence) that a computer

model of spilled oil-bowhead whale interaction overestimated the number of
whale contacts with o0il because the model assumed (1) spilled oil was

neither contained nor cleaned and (2) whales do not avoid surfacing in oil.

The implication was that these two situations were highly unlikely. On
the contrary, both situations could easily occur:

(1) weather and/or ice conditions could preclude containment and cleanup,
and,

(2) there is no evidence that bowhead whales woulc avoid surfacing in oil.

Page II-3. Paragraph 1 contains the following statement: —1
"A drillship gemerally would be able to drill and test one well per
season. Wells not campleted in one drilling season could be tempo-
rarily abandened when sea-ice conditions force the driliship to leave

the drill sites.”

This statement clearly shows that same season relief well capability for
blowout control may not exist for drillships in Lease Sale 109. Therefore,
it is imperative that MMS impose a seasopal drilling restriction to prevent

major oil spills from jeopardizing endangered species in this area.
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Page 11-3, 3rd para, 3rd sentence.

The DEIS refers to the use of drillships , an icebreaker and two

ice~strengthened support/supply ships (p II-5, 2nd para) during exploratory
activities. Ships would also be used to lay pipelines (p II-9, lst para).
Our concern is that these ships will travel and operate in the spring lead
system and associated broken ice areas, interfering with subsistence
hunting and increasing the likelihood of an oil spill in the lead system
from a damaged ship.

In spring, all ships must stay out of the lead system and associated
areas of broken ice until the entire bowhead whale population has passed.
This should be a stipulation to any exploratory or development permits.

Pages II-22 and I1-23. ITL No. 3 - Information on Protection of Endangered

Whales gives the Regional Supervisor, Field Operations, the authority to
limit or suspend oil and gas drilling activities whenever endangered whales
are present or near enough to be subjected to probable oil spill risks or
noise disturbances which would be likely to jeopardize the continued

existence of these species.

The DEIS states that this ITL could be very erfrfective if OCS petroleum
exploration activities are limited or suspended when such activities are
determined to pose a substantial risk of jecpardizing endangered whales.
Furthermore the DEIS states that this ITL could reduce the effects of OCS

activities on endangered whales from minor to negligible.
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The North Slope Borough is opposed to using an ITL for protecting an

endangered species. The wording used for this ITL is vague and fails to

outline the criteria which would be used by the Regional Supervisor to

suspend drilling activities. If MMS intends to include this ITL in the

Final Envirormental Impact Statement for Sale 109, it is requested that
additional wording be included to define the following phrases:

o “intends to limit"

o "near enough to be subject to"

o “probable oil spill risk”

o "vicinity of the drilling operation”

[} "zone of probably influence”

o "no longer subject to likely risk of oii spiiis”

o "operations necessary to prevent a loss of well control"

By defininq these phrases, it will be possible for the public to discern

whether ITL No. 3 - Information on Protection of Endangered Whales provides

adequate protection for an endangered species.

Page IXI-25, ITL No. 7 - Information on Subsistence Whaling and Other |

Subsistence Activities, contains the following statement:
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"Lessees are therefore advised that operations should be conducted so

as to avoid unnecessary interference with subsistence harvests."

It is requested that additional wording be included to define what would be
considered as "unnecessary interference" and what would be considered to be
"necessary interference” with subsistence harvests. Without this clari~

fication, ITL No. 7 is vague and meaningless. B

Page II-25. 1ITL No. 7 - Information on Subsistence Whaling and Other__‘

Subsistence Activities contains the following statement:

"Lessees are encouraged to consult with local commmnities and regional
organizations including the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission and Local
Whaling Captains, to develop a program of erploration and develcpment
that minimizes disturbance of these critically significant subsistence

activities.”
It is suggested that the word "encouraged" be charged to "required".
The information under ITL No. 7 also contains “he following statement:
"The intent of this ITL is to encourage lessees to conduct themselves in a

responsible manner with regard to Native subsistence needs.”

It is suggested that additional wording be included to define what is meant

NSB-22
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12. Page II-28, Table II-14. The sumary for air quality contains the follow-

ing statement:

"Accidental emissions from blowouts, spills, or in-situ burning of
spills would have negligible effects on air quality. The effects of

proposed Sale 109 on air quality are expected to be moderate.”

These stataﬁents are not true. They show that the author of this DEIS has
a very poor understanding of the impacts that petroleum related activities
could have on air quality. For example, blowouts could release significant
quantities of hydrogen sulfide or other toxic gases which will adversely
impact human health and the enviromment. This point was not addressed

anywhere in the DEIS.

In-situ burning is considered by industry and ¥MS to be the preferred
response technique for oil spills in broken ice. However, this technique
will create tremendous quantities of suspended particulate matter which
could deteriorate ambient air quality. Along with this, by-products of
incamplete combustion are known to cause cancer. Burning could also result
in the formation of acid rain, which could negatively impact aspects of the

enviromment.

Since these points were not discussed in this DEIS, it is requested that
risks associated with air quality deterioration are correctly identified
and evaluated. It is our assessment that emissions released by an oil well

blowout, oil spill, or in~situ burning could be in violation of federal

NSB-23
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standards for ambient air quality at the shore line and present a major

risk for North Slope residents as well as wildlife in this region.

The North Slope Borough also requests that air quality impacts associated
with the proposed sale be evaluated in consultation with the Environmental

Protection Agency and the Alaska State Department of Environmental Conser-

vation.

Page II-28, Table IT-4.

The discussion on water quality failed to identify
the impact that drilling discharges or oil spills could have in shallow
coastal regions that do not experience high tides or currents. It is
conceivable that pollutants which enter these regions might have a

long-term significant impact on subsistence resources.

It is suggested that the summary and coamparison of effects separate the
potential for water quality impacts into two categories, i.e., offshore and
near shore., If this is done ‘a.nd given adequate consideration, the poten-
tial impact for near shore or coastal waters could be major.

Page II-36, Table II-4. The discussion under Erdangered and ’I‘hreate.nedq

Species states the following:

"As a result of an oil spill, scme bowheads and same gray whales may

experience temporary displacement from migrating or feeding areas.”
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. historically occurred per a given volume of petroleum produced and trans-

This statement is speculative and underestimates the likely impacts.
Statements of this nature give the perception that oil spills will not have
a significant impact on endangered species.

It should be noted that very little is known about the behavior of bowhead
and gray whales in response to a major oil spill. As a result, all assess~
ments regarding oil spill jeopardy to endangered whales should be
canservative. Furthermore, it is wrong for MMS to imply that whales will
attempt to avoid contact with spilled oil. Bowhead whales typically follow
leads during their northward migration through the sale area. If oil is in
uxeleads,the:eismdatatosuggestthaﬁtheyvmldtakeanaltemate
route in order to avoid contact with it.

Page IV-A-3. This page contains the following statements:
"The likelihood that oil spills would occur can be estimated from t;heT
assumed volume of oil produced and transported.”

The North Slope Borough objects to the methodology used by MMS to assess
oil spill probability for Sale 109. The nuwber of spills which have
ported does not, necessarily provide a reliable means for predicting the
number of spills which could occur in a new lease sale area or frum future
operations. Furthermore, this approach fails to account for different
environmental conditions which would influence oil spill risk in different

areas.
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It should also be recognized that the estimated volume of 0il produced and |

transported cannot be used to predict the number of spills which could
occur during exploratory drilling. There is simply no relationship between

these variables.

A camprehensive study of oil spill statistics will show that spills are
caused by human error, equipment failure, and acts of nature. Therefore;
it would be appropriate for MMS to use proven risk evaluation techniques
such as "Fault Tree Analysis” to examine the possibility for spills occur-
ring from each of these events, i.e., human error, equipment failure, and
acts of nature. Doing so would yield a more reliable determination of the
oil spill risk associated with exploration activities in the proposed sale
area. ‘

-l

Page IV-A-3 contains the statement:

"Because no resource estimates are available for state lease sales, no
oil spill risk estimates can be made for these areas. Therefore, they

are not included in the cumlative risk analysis."”

The North Slope Borough believes that it is a mistake for MMS to perform a
risk analysis for the proposed sale area and exclude oil spill risk esti-
mates for adjacent State sales. Inasmuch as endangered species and subsis-
tence/ cultural activities could be threatened by oil spills from either
location, it is unfortunate that resource estirxnates were not available for

State of Alaska Sale areas so that a proper oil spill risk could be

estimated.
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In reality, it is impossible to identify the true oil spill risk without

performing a cumulative analysis which includes spills from adjacent lease
sale areas and tanker traffic. The North Slope Borough requests that an

analysis be performed which will assess the cumulative impact of oil spills

from adjacent State leases. J
Page IV-A-5. Paragraph 1 contains the following statement:

"At a similar rate for the proposal, during the drilling of 43 explo-
ration and delineation wells over eight years, on the order of 67 such
spills could occur; but the total spilled would be only about 18

barrels.”

It is naive to believe that only 18 barrels of oil would be spilled during

eight years of exploration in the proposed sale area. MMS has failed to
acknowledge that Schic spilled 36 barrels of fuel in one year at Challenge
Island during the early 1980s. MMS also failed to consider that over
100,000 gallons of oil were spilled as a result of North Slope oil and gas

activities during 1985 and 1986.

The data provided in the DEIS also ignores that spills could occur fram
support vessels and equipment failure during fuel transfer or storage.
Additionally, it overlooks the fact that major spills could occur as a

result of oil well blowouts.

In every respect, MMS is misleading the public by stating that only 187

barrels of petroleum product would be spilled during eight years of
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19. Page IV-A-10 - The information on this page contains the following state- |

exploration in the proposed lease sale area. Statements of this nature
hide the real risk associated with petroleum activities in ice-infested
water and the oil related jeopardy to endangered species in the proposed
sale area. Such'st:atanents create a false sense of security and can lead
to increased risk by contributing to the removal of stipulations which are

needed to protect endangered species and subsistence resources.

Page IV-A-6 - The North Slope Borough was surprised to find that this DEIST

does not discuss blowout probability for exploration or development wells.
It also fails to discuss relief well timing and the enviromnmental impacts
which could result fram oil well blowouts. Without including this informa-
tion, the risk analysis is inadequate and falls far short of accomplishing

its intended purpose.
The North Slope Borough requests that the risk analysis be revised to
address the potential for oil spill blowouts and the steps which could be
taken to bring blowouts under control.
ment:

"The conditional probabilities show that iZ a spill occurred, the

likelihood of contact to land would be very low in summer. The risk

to land is among the lowest calculated for any previous or proposed
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BAlaska OCS region oil and gas lease sales. There is a less than 0.5
percent chance that a spill of 1,000 barrels or greater would occur

and contact land within ten days in the summer."
Since spills in the proposed lease sale area could occur within ten miles
of shore, it is difficult to believe that major spills during the summer

months would have a less than 0.5 percent chance of contacting land.

It is important for MMS to realize that 20 to 30-knot winds fram the north

could cause a major oil spill in the lease sale area to contact the Alaskan |

coast line within eight hours. Another point that must be recognized is

that oil spill trajectory analyses -are not very accurate. This point was
highlighted by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration's (NCAA)
comment to the Associated Press during the 1984 Alvenus spill off the
Louisiana coast. Mr. Gary Galt

(MOAA oceanccrapher) stated that the

ability to predict spill movement is Just not very accurate. The reason
for this is that most trajectory analyses are based on simple formulas
which cannot account for all of the environmental factors, such as changing
winds and currents, which influence spill movement.

Page IV-A-10. Paragraph 3 contains the following statement:
"There is a 70-percent chance that a spill of 1,000 barrels or greater

could occur in winter and contact land sanetime during the winter."
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Since the Chukchi Sea is covered with ice during the winter season (see
Page III-6 of DEIS), we question how it would be likely for a spill to
contact land during this season.

Page TV-A~14. Paragraph 2 contains the following statement:

"To date, more than a dozen oil spill contingency plans have been

sutmitted and approved for exploration of existing leases in the
neighboring Beaufort Sea Planning Area."

Most of these contingency plans have been reviewed by the North Slope
Borough. Since many of them were prepared by private consultants who were
contracted by the operator, we question whether the operators' personnel
fully understand these plans and the steps necessary for responding to
major oil spills in the Arctic waters. Additionally, these plans fail to
demonstrate that sufficient capability exists to clean up oil spills in

moving broken ice.

Perhaps one of the most important points to be aware of is that none of the
previcus oil spill contingency plans for the Beaufort Sea have been tested.
Therefore, it is difficult to say with any degree of certainty whether any
of these plans would be effective,

Page TV-A-14. Paragraph 3 contains the following statement:
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“The first line of defense is always offshore containment.

For large,
continuous spills, containment devices, such as boams, are often

integrated into skimming or other recovery systems.”
Due to the presence of moving broken ice and winds, it is unlikely that
containment booms would be effective in the proposed lease sale area during
most of the year.
Paragraph 4 contains the following statement:

Page IV-A-14.

"For a blowout, well ignition is a drastic but potentially effective

contingency measure." l

In our opinicn well ignition will not be effective for sub-surface blowouts
created by driilship activity. As demonstrated b the 1979 Ixtoc oil well
blowout in the Gulf of Mexico, oil released from a sub-surface blowout
would likely be emulsified as it escaped the wellhead and rises through the

water colum. If the 0il is emulsified, it will not burn.

-

Page IV-A-14.

"It may be appropriate to use chemical agents to disperse the slick if
permission for their use can be obtained from the U.S. Coast Guard

On-Scene Coordinator."”

Paragraph 4 contains the following statement: —1
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It should be recognized that dispersants, if they were permitted and proved
to be effective, would put oil in the water colum where it can also
adversely impact the endangered bowhead whale and other marine wildlife.

This point should be included in the risk analysis.

As a point of interest, the U.S. Coast Guard On-Scene Coordinator would
have the authority to approve dispersant use only if the spill presented an
immediate threat to human life. Since this would not likely be the case
for oil spills in the Chukchi Sea, approval authority for dispersant use
would rest with the EPA and State representatives on the Regional Response
Team. It is suggested that Paragraph 4 on Page IV-A-14 be revised to

reflect this point.

Page IV-A-14. Paragraph 5 concludes with the fol lowing sentence:

"Other CPAS or cocperatives in Alaska have locally stockpiled consid-
erably more equipment than the minimm required by federal requ-

lations, thereby providing additional protection."”

Although this equipment exists, there is no evidence to verify whether it
would be effective under the envirommental conditions that exist in the
Beaufort or Chukchi Seas. It is also questicnable whether sufficient

pexscnnel are trained to operate this equipment in Arctic waters.

Tt should be noted that the equipment stockpiled by the ARSORB CPA does not
meet federal requirements for oil spill cleanup. For example, these

requirements stipulate that the equipment should be deployable in 5 to
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26. Page IV-A-14 - The DEIS failed to acknowledge whether any of industry's |

27.

28.

6-foot seas and operable in 8 to l0~foot seas, and up to 20-knot winds.

None of the ABSORB CPA meets these criteria.

contingency plans include sufficient information to show that planning and
forethought have been directed towards cleaning up oil spills in pack ice,
or beyond the land fast ice zone. Since it is unlikely that industry can
clean up oil spills in these regions during spring, freeze-up, or winter,

the North Slope Borough urges MMS to implement drilling restrictions during

these seasons until adequate oil spill cleanup technology is demonstrated.
-

Page IV-A-14. Figure IV-14 - Applicability of Oil Spill Response Tech-
niques in the Proposed Sale 109 Area, appears to be taken fram documents
published by Alaska Clean Seas. The information in this figure was devel-
oped for state waters in the Prudhoe Bay region. It was not intended for
Chukchi Sea Sale 109. No data exists to show tha“ the response techniques
cited in this figqure would be applicable or effective in the Sale 109 a.rea.4
Page IV-A-16. Paragraph 1l contains the following statement: N

".....Prudhce Bay crude oil would..... quickly weather and form an

emulsion in about four hours in the open water....."
Additional wording should be included to point ocut that Prudhoe Bay crude

oil would weather in broken ice and form an emulsion just as quickly as it

would in open water.
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Wording should also be added to inform the public that once weathering and
emulsification occurs, it would be impossible to disperse the oil with
chemical agents or remove the oil by in-situ burning. Additionally,
removing emulsified oil by mechanical cleanup would be extremely difficult.
Therefore, existing oil spill cleanup technology would not be effective for
the Chukchi Sea four hours after a spill occurred.

Page IV-A-16. Paragraph 2 contains the following statement:

“Dispersants are also more effective on less viscous oils and lose all
effectiveness when oil reaches 2,000 céntistokes, or about eight hours

after spillage.”

This statement should include additional informa-ion on the probability of
dispersant effectiveness in the proposed lease sale area. Also, the time
frame within which dispersants must be applied, eight hours or less, makes
it unlikely that industry will be able to obtain approval or manifest the
capability to deliver sufficient dispersants before the oil weathers to a

point where dispersants will no longer be effective.
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oil was present, it would be easy to identify as an oil slick.

Page IV-A-16. Paragraph 3 contains the following statement:

"0il slicks in the open ocean are seldom traceable for more than about
ten days before the oil becomes toc dispersed to locate or identify as
a slick.”

This statement is contradicted by the information provided in Table IV-5 on
Page IV-A-10. Here the DEIS states that up to 75 percent of an oil spill
will remain cn the water surface ten days after the release occurs. This
oil, as indicated by the information in Table IV-5, would have a film

thickness ranging fram 0.6 to 1.3 mm. Consequently, if this quantity of

Furthermore, data provided by the 1979 Ixtoc blowcut in the Gulf of Mexico
revealed that oil slicks were observable on the water surface over 30 days
after the spill occurred.. These slicks ‘traveled several hundred miles and
contaminated more than 50 miles of the Texas shoreline.

Page IV-A-16. Paragraph 4 discusses well ignition as a means for minimiz-

ing the amount of oil released by a blowout. It cites the West Cameron

1080 blowout in 1971, and says that, "Thousands of barrels of oil were
consumed by cambustion and only 450 barrels of oil were released to the sea

during a 55-day blowout.”

This information excludes other pertinent data on ignited blowouts and is

therefore misleading. For example, the 1979 Ixtoc blowout in the Gulf of
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Mexico released 3 million barrels of oil to the sea, although the well was

ignited. Additionally, burning blowouts in the Persian Gulf have released

thousands of barrels of oil to the water surface.

Based on a comprehensive analysis of burming blowouts, experts concluded
that only 30 to 70 percent of the oil may be consumed by combustion if the
discharge occurs above the water surface. On the other hand, if the
blowout occurs below the water surface, as would be the case for a
drillship blowout, none of the oil may be consumed by combustion, if the
o0il emulsifies while rising through the water column. Hence, well ignition

may not significantly reduce the amount of oil released by a blowout.

In view of the limitations associated with well ignition as an oil spill
countermeasure, the public should be aware that “MS has not performed an

adequate oil spill risk analysis for Sale 109.

Page IV-A-16. The final paragraph on this page contains the following_

statement:

"W of oil using mechanical equipment usually ranges between 5
and 15 percent of that spilled.”

It is suggested that this statement be revised to show that the cleanup
percentages stated in the DEIS are for oil spill cleanup- operations in
temperate waters. This is important in order to avoid giving the public
the impression that industry is capable of cleaning up oil in the proposed

lease sale area. To date, there is no data which would support that
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industry's cleanup capability would be effective for ice-infested waters in
the Chukchi Sea.

Page IV~B-4. Paragraph 3 contains the following statement:

"If a gas blowout occurred, it would be very unlikely to persist more

than one day, and it would very likely release less than two metric
tons of gaseous hydrocarbons."

The North Slope Borough hereby requests Minerals Management Service to
provide data to substantiate this point. The North Slope Borough firmly
believes that the inclusion of this statement is an attempt to minimize, or
downplay, the risk associated with blowouts in the proposed lease sale
area, This becames evident when one recognizes that there was a gas
blowout in Cook Inlet during 1985 which lasted fcr several weeks. Also the
North Slope Borough wishes to point out that there is absclutely no way of
estimating the volume of gaseous hydrocarbons which would be released from

a gas blowout.
Page IV-B-5. Paragraph 1 reads as follows:

"Burning affects air quality in two important ways. For a gas
blowout, burning would reduce emissions of gaseous hydrocarbons by
99.98 percent and very slightly increase emissions——relative to

quantities in other oil and gas industry emissions——of other pollu~

tants."
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The North Slope Borough requests that MMS provide data to support this
point; During the April 2, 1987 workshop sponsored by the Alaska Depart-

ment of Envirommental Conservation, industry experts acknowledged that
reduction of gasecus emissions could be less than 60 percent fram an
industrial flare. This provides sufficient reason to question if a burning

blowout releases fewer gaseous emissions to the envirorment.

Page IV-B-5. Paragraphs 2 through 5 provide an inadequate assessment of_‘v
air quality impacts created by in-situ burning. This discussion includes

the following assumptions:

<] Incamplete combustion injects oily soot and minor quantities of other

pollutants into the air.

[} Qily residue in smoke plumes from crude c.l is mutagenic, but not
highly so.

o The soot produced from burning oil spills terds to both clump and wash
off vegetation in subsequent rains. Once deposited, it would not be
easily resuspended in the air, limiting anv health risks to.a very

short term.

[} Accidental emissions would have a negligible effect on onshore air
quality.
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Careful examination of these assumptions by personnel who have a strong

understanding of combustion chemistry will reveal that they are insuffi-

cient and misleading.
Based on a review of combustion chemistry and a comprehensive literature
search, the following statements can be made regarding the environmental

impacts associated with in=situ burning:

o Laboratory experiments show that hydrocarbons produced by in-situ

burning can cause cancer in laboratory test animals.

o raboratory tests suggest that hydrocarbons in the smoke plume produced

by in-situ burning are 73 times more mutagenic than fresh Prudhoe Bay

crude oil.

Soot produced by in-situ burning can cause an increase in Arctic haze
and increase atmospheric temperatures. This can have a negative

impact on global weather.

Fallout from the smoke plume created by in-situ burning is toxic and
can contaminate fresh water lakes which provide drinking water for
Arctic residents. This fallout can also enter the Arctic food web and

adversely impact those who rely on subsistence.

The fallout fram in-situ burning will contain heavy metals if they

were present in the crude oil.
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In~situ burning can significantly contribute to the formation of acid

rain which, in twn, can impact the Arctic ecosystem.

The air pollution created by in-situ burning can present a significant
threat to public health and safety. This threat may increase by an
order of magnitude in Arctic regions where frequent atmospheric

inversions would keep the pollution close to the grourd.

Inasmuch as in-situ burning could violate ambient air quality standards
established by the Clean Air Act and present a significant health risk to
Arctic residents, it is requested that adequate information be brought

forth by Minerals Management Services to clearly identify the true impact

that drilling activity and oil spill cleanup operations could have on the

Arctic enviromment.

Page IV-B-16 through IV-B-116. References should be noted in the text far

more often. The Biological Rescurces section ({section B, pp III—2$ through

III-37) is generally much better referenced than the discussion of conse-

quences to the biological resources and subsistence harvest patterns.

An example of a statement requiring referencing ig found on page IV-B-103
(2nd para, 1st sentence): "Seals are not susceptible to noise disturbance
and vessel presence as has been cbserved with other marine mammals, but

seals are susceptible to noise and disturbance from aircraft.® both phases

in this sentence need to be referenced.
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37.

38.

39.

The problem of unreferenced statements must have proper attention during
preparation of the final EIS. If presence of numerous citations in the
text is considered a problem, use of numerical superscripts may be helpful.

Page IV-B~17, lst para, lines 13-14; p IV-B-31, 2nd para, 2nd sentence. The

effects of clean-up should be added to the effects of 0il spills on marine
life and subsistence hunting:

a. The DEIS notes in at least two places that adding dispersants in-
creases toxicity of the spilled oil., This effect should be included

wherever the effects of spills are discussed.

b. Effects of o0il spills should also include the effects of vessel
noise, burning oil, use of mechanical cleanup ecuipment and other cleanup
activities.

Page IV-B-26, 3rd para. The DEIS mentions the potential effects of pipe-

lines on kelp beds. Our concern is that pipelines will destroy kelp beds.

Any permits for development should stipulate that pipelines and

platforms be kept a specified minimm distance from the kelp beds.

Page IV-B-66. Paragraph 1 contains the following statement:

NSB-52
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"Bowheads migrating at an average speed (about 3 km per hour) would be |(NSB-54

expected to pass through the discontinuous oiled area in less than
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four hours and of this time, would pass through or under actual oil

slicks for less than five minutes."

This statement is highly speculative and cannot be supported by facts. It
appears to be an attempt to convince the public that oil spills would not

pose a significant threat to the endangered bowhead whale.

It is suggested that statements such as this one, which cannot be supported
by facts, be deleted fram the Final Environmental Impact Statement. It is
also suggested that this DEIS discuss the risk to endangered whales if oil
remains in the migration corridor or is trapped in leads used during the

spring migration.

40, Page IV-B-66. Paragraph 1l contains the following statement:

"After several days, the spill should have moved out of the whale
migration corridor; and weathering should render the oil relatively

harmless to the whales."”

The North Slope Borough requests MMS to include information which will
evaluate the impact to the bowhead whale if the il does not move out of
the migration corridor and the possible consequences if weathering does not

remove toxic camponents from the oil.
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41.

42.

Page IV-B-66. Paragraph 3 contains the following statement:

"If bowheads contact an oil slick, it is unlikely that they would
inhale oil into the blow hole while breathing.”

It is requested that Minerals Management Services provide data to substan-
tiate this point.

Page IV-B-66. Paragraph 3 contains the following statement:

"Vapor concentrations in the spill arxea that could be hammful to

whales would be expected to dissipate within several hours after

termination of a spill.”

The informatior provided in this section of the CEIS is not sufficient to
allow the public to properly assess the adverse impact that major oil
spills could have on the endangered bowhead whale. In the above camment,
the authior assumes that the toxic vapors would dissipate; however, the DEIS
fails to address what would happen: (1) If whales were exposed to toxic
vapors during an atmospheric inversion, or (2) During periods when there
were no winds to disperse the vapors. Furthermore, the DEIS does not
discuss the potential impact that toxic gases, such as hydrogen sulfide,

could have on the bowhead whales.

It is clearly understood that hydrogen sulfide could be released by a well
blowout and this gas is fatal to humans. Therefcre, it is requested that

information be provided which will allow the public to evaluate the impact
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43.

that this gas could have on bowhead whales, especially during periods when
atmospheric inversions exist.
Page IV-B-68. Paragraph 1 contains the following statement:

"Bowhead whales are not as likely as ring seals to surface as high and

thereby expose their eyes to a surface oil slick.”

The DEIS fails to consider that oil slicks can float several inches below
the water surface. This occurs if the oil is more dense than the upper
layer of the water or if the oil becomes contaminated with silt. Whichever
the case, it is entirely possible for the sensitive eye of the bowhead
whale to come into contact with oil that is either on the water or floating

several inches below the water surface in the water colum.

44. pPage IV-B-68. Paragraph 3 contains the following statement:

"Therefore, the effects fram oil contact on bowhead whales are expect-

ed to be minor."”
The North Slope Borough strongly opposes this statement. Sufficient
evidence has not been provided to show that it is true. Until information
is available to clearly define the impact that oil spills would have on the
bowhead whale, it would be prudent for MMS and other agencies responsible
for the protection of this endangered species to take a conservative
approach and thereby implement stipulations which would guarantee pro-

tection of the bowhead whale.
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45.

Page IV-B-68, 3rd para, Table S-1; Page IV-B~72, 2nd para. The DEIS under-—

estimates the potential impact to bowhead whales. The DEIS lists potential

impacts to bowhead whales as MINOR. Even the worst-case analysis predicts
a MINOR effect (pp IV-I-1 and IV-I~2). The potential effects are at least
MODERATE and more likely MAJOR. The worst-case analysis predicts effects
such as "lower fecundity rate" and "slower population growth rate", There
is too liétle known about bowhead whale reproduction to determine (1) that
the effect of decreasing population growth rate would not result in lowered
population size or (2) that the population could recover fram a decline
within one generation. Therefore, the worst-case must assume ﬁt lower
fecundity rate and slower population qrowth rate result in a population
decline which lasts longer than one generation - a MAJOR effect.
FPurthermore, it is easy to imagine, based on present knowledge, that loss
of sexually mature females due to an oil spill could cause a population
decline which would last longer than one generation. (The Sale 97 DEIS

also underestimated the potential impact to bowhead whales.) _J

Note also that the scenario in the worst-case analysis was not the
worst case. In the scenario, bowhead whales encounter an oil spill "...
during their high-use fall period (September- November)...". This is not a
worst-case scenario. In a true worst-cast scenario, bowhead whales would
contact a spill during the spring migration. It is during spring migration
that the whales are most concentrated and weather/ice conditions are most
likely to hinder or prevent oil cleanup. Thus, it is during the spring
migration that an oil spill is likely to contact the most whales for the

longest period of time.

NSB-60
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46,

Regarding potential oil spill impacts to the eyes of bowhead whales, 1

the sentence on page IV~B-68 (lines 6=7) is misleading. The possibility

that bowhead whale eyes may not reach the water surface during breathing
does not rule out potential for serious impact to eyes. Since various oil
fractions are dispersed in the water column beneath an oil slick (especial-

ly after a recent spill), contact to the eyes is likely.

.

Page IV-B-97, 1lst para, lines 9-12. The DEIS underestimates the potential

impact to subsistence hunting of bowhead whales.

The DEIS suggests the
potential impact to subsistence whaling is MODERATE and would only affect
Point Hope and Wainwright. The potential impact is MAJOR and would affect

all whaling villages. Following are three examples of the underestimated

effects:

a. The DEIS states that "... if an oil spill were to occur when bowhead
whales were migrating through the Sale 109 area, it is unlikely that enough
whales would be affected for the I.W.C. to suspend bowhead whaling". The
DEIS itself presents predictions which support our disagreement with the
above statement.

In two simulated o0il spill-bowhead whale interactions (p I~ 16, 2nd

para, 2nd sentence}, 0.6% and 1.5% of the bowhead whale ‘population were
affected. Based on the last estimate of the bowhead whale population of
4417, the numbers of affected whales would be 26 and 66, respectively.

The DEIS predicts (p IV~B-66, 2nd half of lst para) that, in a
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short-duration spill, not more than several hundred bowhead whales would be

exposed to lightly-weathered oil; in a prolonged spill such as an uncon-

trolled blowout, most of the population could be exposed.

The present bowhead whale quota for Eskimo hunters, imposed by the
International Whaling Coomission, is 32 per year, These include nonlethal
strikes.

It is unreasonable to expect the International Whaling Commission to
overlook oil exposure of even 26 or 66 whales when the hunt quota is only
32 and a nonlethal strike counts against the quota.

It is also unreasonable to predict that the I.W.C. would impose a ban

for only one year if whales were exposed to oil. Such a prediction is even
more unreasonable since most of the DEIS-predicted numbers of exposed
whales are miltiples of the quota. The potential affect on the subsistence
hunt is therefore MAJOR. Furthemmore, a ban on subsistence whaling would
affect all whaling villages - Gambell, Kivalina, Wales, Savoonga, Point
Hope, Wairwright, Barrow, Nuigsut and Kaktovik. (The Sale 97 DEIS also
underestimated the potential effect on subsistence whaling and did not
consider the possibility of a ban on the hunt by the I.W.C.)

The EIS ‘should also address the potential effects of oil exploration

and development activities on bowhead whale censusing. Effects on the
census could be manifested as changes in the subsistence harvest quota
because the census-based population estimate is a major factor in quota

determination. The census could be adversely affected by any industrial
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activity in the coastal deferral area during the spring migration. The
census could also be impacted by oil spills occurring any time of the year
and by cleanup activities during the spring whale migration. Interference
w:.th and/or disruption of the migration could cause whales to move farther
offshore than normal. Fewer whales would be seen and the estimated popu-
lation size would decline. The ultimate effect would be a decrease in the
I.W.C.~ imposed quota of whales for the subsistence hunt, a MAJOR effect on
all whaling villages. Adoption of Altermative VI and its prevention of
industrial activities during whale migration would markedly reduce the

effects on censusing.

b. The DEIS does not mention the effect of oil spills on use of

bowhead whales for food. The statement (p IV-B-98, 4th para, 3rd sentence)

about beluga whales fram a spill area being inecible or perceived as such
is a good point. A similar statement should be made for bowhead whales
which could come in contact with spilled oil. Such an effect on the
subsistence harvest pattern would be at least MODERATE. If the inedibility
or the perception of inedibility lasted more than ocne year, the effect
would be MAJOR.

. The DEIS states (p IV-B-97, Jrd para) that a combination of
industrial noise and poor weather/ice conditions could cause migrating
bowhead whales to move offshore, out of hunting range. There is no evi-
dence that a cambination of the two situations is necessary to push whales
offshore. There is no evidence that industrial noise alone could not cause
whales to move offshore. If industrial noise had this effect for two or

more years, a MAJOR impact to subsistence whaling would occur.
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- On pages 31 and 32 of the Bibliography section of the DEIS there are 2

separate references by Richardson which are chapters in edited reports.

- On page 33 of the Bibliography section of the DEIS there are 2 sepa-

rate references by Schell which are chapters in edited reports.

In the interest of accuracy, chapters from the report edited
by Albert (1981b) should be properly cited:

- The_citation on page IV-B-66, next to last line and the citation on

page IV-B-67, 6th line fram the bottom are both correct regarding specu-

lation as to potential impacts (Albert, 1986a).

- The citation on page IV-B-68, line 9 to Albert (1981) is incorrect.

The laboratory "oil/skin contact" data are properly cited as follows.

Please note the citation is to a specific chapter in an edited report.

Haldiman, J., Y. Abdelbaki, R. Albagdadi, D. Duffield, W. Henk,

and R. Henry. 1981. Determination of the gross and microscopic
structure of the lung, kidney, brain and skin of the bowhead whale,
Balaena mysticetus. In: Tissue Structwral Studies and Other
Investigations on the Biology of Endangered Whales in the Beaufort
Sea, T.F. Albert (ed.), pp. 305-662. Report to the Bureau of Land
Management Ancherage, Alaska fram the Department of Veterinary

Science, University of Maryland, College Park, MD, 20742. 953 pp.

- The citation on page IV-B~68 line 11-12 to “"Albert" is incorrect in

that it mis{;uotes a reference. It is incorrect to state "that only two cut
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of the six whales examined had these roughened skin areas (skin lesions)".
Please note that the data pertaining to the statement were incorrectly
interpreted from a specific chapter in an edited report noted below. The
misinterpretation may have arisen because skin samples were not taken from

same whales and only "normal” skin was taken fram others.

Albert, T. 1981. Listing of collected bowhead whale specimens

with observations made during initial examination. In: Tissue
Structural Studies and Other Investigations on the Biology of
Endangered Whales in the Beaufort Sea, T.F. Albert (ed.), pp. 845-916.
Report to the Bureau of Land Management, Anchorage, Alaska from the
Department of Veterinary Science, University of Maryland, College
Park, MD, 20742. 953 pp.

Following are two typographical errors: ]

a. Potential mitigating measures (p I-13, 3rd para, line 5) are in

Section II.H.2.a., not II.B.l.c.

b. The text (p I-16, Sth para, line 4) describing Figure I~ 3 {facing

page) appears inconsistent with the Figure itself. The text describes the
Eastern Deferral Alternative as extending from 39 km NE of Peard Bay to 5
km south of Kasegaluk Lagoon. According to the map in Figure I-3, southern
limit of the deferral area appears to be approximately 50 km south of
Kasegaluk Lagoon. It appears that either there is a misprint in the text

or Kasegaluk Lagoon is not clearly and accurately labelled.
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Response NSB-1

The commenter is referred to Section V (Review and Analysis of Comments
Received).

Response NSB-2
See Responses EPA-11 and NOAA-4.

Response NSB-3

As indicated by the commenter and discussed in the EIS, bowhead whales that
contact oil undergo the potential for harm. Repeated or prolonged contact
probably would increase the potential for harm; however, as discussed in
Response NOAA-55, the spring leads are transitory and oil would not be likely
to cover the entire surface area of a major lead or pool. The MMS does not
believe that brief contact with oil would result in serious harm, since other
whale species have been observed surfacing and feeding within an oil slick
without apparent harm (Goodale et al., 1981).

Response NSB-4

See Response STATE-7.

Resgonse‘NSB;S

We agree that the sociocultural effects from proposed Sale 109 development
will place stresses on the health and social services available to Wainwright.
This is one of the factors that contributed to our assessment of a MAJOR
effect on Wainwright's sociocultural system. Additional information has been
inserted in the text in Section IV.B.11.b(3) to clarify this point.

Response NSB-6

As a result of the March 24, 1987, U.S. Supreme Court decision in the case of
Amoco Production Company et al. v, Village of Gambell et al., 107 S. Ct. 1396
(U.S. March 24, 1987) reversed in part, vacated in part, and remanded 774 F.2d
1414 (9th Cir. 1985), that the ANILCA does not apply to the OCS, the MMS will
no longer prepare ANILCA Section 810 evaluations for OCS program activities on
the Alaska OCS. However, the subsistence issue will continue to be actively
addressed in the NEPA process, as it has been in the past.

In addition to the decision on the ANILCA, the U.S. Supreme Court vacated the
judgment of the United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit that
Section 4(b) of the ANCSA extinguishes aboriginal rights on the 0CS. The
issue was remanded back to that Court for reconsideration in light of the
opinion issued on the ANILCA. However, on Septeimber 4, 1987, the U.S. Court
of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit denied the Inupiat's motion (Inupiat
Community of the Arctic Slope et al. v. the United States of America, 746 F.2d
570 (9th Cir. 1984), cert. denied (U.S5. Oct. 7, 1985)) to vacate judgment,
recall mandate, and consolidate with Amoco Production Company v. Village of
Gambell, Nos. 83-3735, 83-3781, and 85-3877. The court stated that the
Inupiat's remedy must be sought in the U.S. Supreme Court, as that court
denied their petition for writ of certiorari. As of September 11, 1987, the

United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Curcuit has not issued a decision
based on this reconsideration regarding the aboriginal-rights issue in the
Norton Basin.

Response NSB-7
The criticized quote in the EIS Summary (Page viii) has been deleted.

As stated in Section IV.A.2.e, response efforts in landfast ice in the sale
area could be considerably more effective because of the presence of ice and
the good potential of in situ-burning techniques. Effectiveness of cleanup in
various environmental conditions, including subsurface spills and broken ice,
is quantified in Section IV.A.2.e as low--5 to 15 percent in open water and
jess in the presence of ice-~and is discussed in further detail in
incorporations by reference therein.

Response NSB-8

Floating-platform spills are incorporated into the OSRA at the rate they have
historically been found to occur on the OCS. Neither the Canadian Arctic-oil-
spill record, the Alaskan oil-industry-spill record, nor the historical 0CS-
spill record justify any assumption of higher spillage rates for drillships or
other floating platforms for the category of concern--spills of 1,000 barrels
or greater. In Alaskan and Canadian waters, the only platform spill of 1,000
barrels or greater was an exploration-fuel spill from a gravel island in the
Canadian Beaufort Sea. No spills of such magnitude have occurred from drill-
ships or other floating platforms. Only one of 12 platform spills in the
historical OCS-spill record occurred from a floating platform--also an
exploration fuel spill (see Sec. IV.A.1.b).

Response NSB-9

A seasonal drilling restriction is included for evaluation in the FEIS (see
Sec. II.H.2, Stipulation No. 5). If selected by the Secretary for inclusion
as a stipulation for the lease sale, this measure would restrict exploratory
drilling within leased blocks in the area depicted as the Coastal Deferral
Alternative (Fig. II-1) during the bowhead whale spring migration (April 1-
May 31). MMS has also included in the FEIS a stipulation regarding industry
bowheéad whale-monitoring programs (Sec. II.H.2, Stipulation No. 6) and an ITL
on Endangered Whales and MMS5 Monitoring Program (Sec. II.H.2, ITL No. 5).
These measures would require industry to monitor the bowhead migration in the
vicinity of any exploratorydrilling activity taking place in the spring
migration area during the spring migration. If, as a result of the monitoring
program, it appears that bowheads are subject to a threat of serious, irrepa-
rable, or immediate harm from the drilling operation, the RSFO will require
the lessee to suspend operations causing such a threat.

A stipulation regarding oil-spill-cleanup capability in broken-ice conditions
for Beaufort Sea Sale 87 has not resulted in additional cleanup capabilities
being required beyond those already required by MMS guidelines; therefore,
such a stipulation was not included in this EIS. As a stipulation in the
earlier Beaufort Sea sales, it required that the -lessee demonstrate to the
RSFO the theoretical and physical capability to detect, contain, clean up,
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and dispose of spilled o0il in broken-ice conditions prior to exploratory
drilling below threshold depth. The RSFO has generally determined that the
oil industry has such capability and has approved all exploration plans
submitted by lessees for broken-ice conditions. -See also Response STATE-S.

Response NSB-10

The basic principle of ITL No. 3 (Information on Protection of Endangered
Whales), although slightly amended in the FEIS, remains the same as in the
DEIS. The commenter's concern regarding the OSRA is addressed in Responses
NSB-8, NSB-26, and NSB-30. The analysis of effects on the bowhead whale
assumes no oil-spill cleanup; consequently, a 15-percent cleanup efficiency
would not increase the effects as discussed in the EIS. Regarding monitoring
for the presence of bowhead whales, whatever monitoring system is proposed
would need to be approved by the MMS. A combination of visual and acoustic
monitoring, such as used by the NSB ‘for the spring bowhead surveys, probably
could be used to monitor endangered whales in the vicinity of QCS operations.
The MMS did not receive the NMFS Biological Opinrion for Sale 109 in time for
inclusion in the DEIS; however, the opinion is included in Appendix B of the
FEIS and is factored into the analysis of effects- in the EIS. The MMS has
-included a2 seasonal drilling restriction in the FEIS that would restrict
drilling operations during the bowhead spring migration in the area depicted
as the Coastal Deferral Alternative in Figure II-2. The fall season was not
included in the seasonal drilling restriction because the bowhead migration
appears widely dispersed across the sale area during that period, and any
drilling operation is likely to affect only a small portion of the population.
Other measures evaluated in the FEIS that would provide protection to bowhead
whales from oil spills include Stipulation No. 6 (Industry Site-Specific
Bowhead-Whale Monitoring Program) and ITL No. S5 (Information on Endangered
Whales and MMS Monitoring Program) discussed in Section II.H.2 and Response
NSB-9.

Response NSB-11

The text that appeared in Section I.D.3.h of the DEIS has been deleted to
reflect the fact that a seasonal drilling restriction to protect bowhead
whales is evaluated in the FEIS.

The MMS has contracted for a study to provide the type of information the
commenter has requested. The final report, entitled "Computer Simulation of
the Probability That Endangered Whales Will Interact With 0il Spills,” was
recently completed (Reed et al., 1987); and a copy was sent to the NSB. This
report includes estimates of the percentage of the bowhead whale population
that could contact spilled oil within a 10-day period following a simulated
10,000-barrel 'spill during the spring and fall migrations. For bowhead
whales, spring spills near Cape Lisburne resulted in approximately 0.5 percent
of the population contacting oil; near Point Belcher, approximately 0.1
percent of the population would be contacted. For fall spills, approximately
0.6 percent of the bowhead population could be contacted by a spill near Point
Belcher, 0.1 percent by a spill near Point Lay, and 0.1 percent by a spill in
the central Chukchi Sea west of Icy Cape (168°55'W. longitude, 70°30'N.
latitude). The final report contains contact probabilities from several
simulated 10,000-barrel spills; however, another major product of the study
will be a computer model that can generate contact probabilities for simulated

spills of whatever size and time of year the user specifies at any user-
designated spill point throughout the sale area. This model should provide
much more detailed oil-spill-contact information for future lease sales.

Response NSB-12

See Response NSB-11, first paragraph. The MMS did not mean to imply that
whales would need to interact with a spill in progress to be affected, but
rather that whales would need to contact spilled oil in order to be affected.

Response NSB-13

See Responses NS8B-11 (first paragraph) and NSB-12. Ingestion of spilled oil
or oil-contaminated prey implies contact.

Response NSB-14

See Response NSB-11, first paragraph. The EIS clearly states that prolonged
contact with oil could result if whales chose to feed in the area of a spill
or were trapped in an ice lead into which oil was spilled.

Response NSB-15

See Response NSB-~11, first paragraph. The MMS based its premise on the fact
that other large whales have been observed swimming through (Geraci and St.
Aubin, 1982) and even feeding in (Goodale et al., 1981) spilled o0il without
apparent harm. See also Response STATE-10.

Response NSB-16

See Responses NOAA-22 and NSB-11, first paragraph. The text in Section
IV.B.7.a(1) has been amended to remove the impression that the bowhead's
ability to metabolize ingested oil is understood.

Response NSB-17

See Response NSB-11, first paragraph. In simply stating the model's assump-
tions and the fact that oil might be contained or cleaned up, or that whales
might avoid spilled oil, the MMS did not mean to imply a probability of these
events.,

Response NSB-18

A seasonal drilling restriction to protect bowhead whales is evaluated in
Section IT.H.2 (see Stipulation No. 5).

Drilling more than one well each seascn may not be possible in every year.
Excessive ice cover during a drilling season, a late start in the drilling
program, or the drilling of multiple wells from cne drillship may preclude the
completion of a well during any one season. The ability to complete a relief
well from a drillship also would be subject to environmental constraints.
Given these constraints, options other than drilling a relief well probably
would be more viable for controlling a Dblowout, should one occur. For
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example, direct underwater control has been used recently as a faster method
of killing offshore blowouts (0GJ, 1987b). However, a stipulation providing
for a seasonal drilling restriction has been added for consideration.

Response NSB-19

Given current technology, it is unlikely that drillships or lay barges would
be used in the spring lead system. These activities would take place during
open-water periods. However, this concern would be better addressed at the
time when exploration or development plans are proposed, since there will then
be opportunities to ensure that operations will not adversely affect the
bowhead migration. Also, the NSB will have the opportunity to ensure that
subsistence activities and marine mammal populations are adequately protected
through the State review process ensuring consistency with the Alaska Coastal
Management Program.

See Response NSB-18, first paragraph.

Conditions within the sale area and whale behavior can vary considerably from
site to site and during different times of the year. By defining these
phrases specifically, we may establish a set of conditions that would trigger
the suspension of oil and gas drilling activities and would be appropriate for

some conditions; however, under other conditions, protection may be
inadequate; and under still other conditions, operations would be suspended
unnecessarily. Consequently, it would seem best to fit the level of

protection needed to the type of operation and the local conditions. Under
ITL No. 3. (Information on Protection of Endangered Whales), the MMS RSFO
intends to monitor endangered whale migrations and behavior in the area of the
drill site and would--with the assistance of the NMFS--determine when
endangered whales are present and near enough to be subject to the threat of
serious, irreparable, or immediate harm from oil spills or noise disturbance.
Once such a determination is made, the RSFO would limit or suspend those
activities that pose a risk to the whales. Other measures evaluated in the
FEIS that provide protection for endangered whales include Stipulation No. 5
(Seasonal Drilling Restriction for Protection of Bowhead Whales from Potential
Effects of 0il Spills), Stipulation No. 6 (Industry Site-Specific Bowhead
Whale-Monitoring Program), ITL No. 4 (Information on Endangered Whales), ITL
No. 5 (Information on Endangered Whales and MMS Monitoring Program), and ITL
No. 6 (Information on Development- and Production-Phase Consultation With NMFS
to Avoid Jeopardy to Bowhead Whales). Please refer to Section IT.H.2 for
further information on these measures.

Response NSB-21

The intent of ITL No. 9 (Information on Subsistence Whaling and Other Sub-
sistence Activities) is not to absolutely define the information provided but
rather to inform the lessees that local residents are subsistence hunters and
the lessees should be considerate of subsistence activities and conduct
themselves and their operations ir a manner that would not interfere with
subsistence hunting.

Response NSB-22

The MMS has no legal authority to require the lessee to consult with local
communities; the MMS can only encourage a cooperative atmosphere. That is why
this mitigating measure has been evaluated as an ITL, which is advisory in
nature. Neither does the MMS find it necessary to further define the phrase
"conduct themselves in a responsible manner. "

Response NSB-23

Effects definitions (Table S-1) for air quality have been revised. The effect
of accidental emissions on air quality has been reanalyzed as MINOR. Section
IV.B.1.b has been amended to address the concern regarding hydrogen-sulfide
emissions.

Emissions from in situ burning of spills, including acids, suspended-
particulate matter, and mutagenic compounds are described and discussed in
Section IV.B.1.b and in incorporations by reference therein. Additional
citations have been added to support the analysis. Note that emissions
resulting from burning all of a spill of 1,000 barrels or greater are low
compared to amounts of emitted--as permitted--discharges; for example, such in
situ-burning emissions would not exceed distance-exemption criteria (Sec.
IV.B.1.a) even if the burn were at the minimum distance of the sale area from
shore (5 kilometers [3 miles]).

The air-quality standards cited in the EIS apply to permitted emissions--not
to accidental emissions. In addition, the averaging-times standards can
legally be exceeded once a year. Accidental spills and blowouts would be
considered "upsets;" and, technically, the standards would not apply. Because
some environmental effects could still occur, two parallel sets of effect
definitions--one based on standards and the other on environmental effects--
have been used in the FEIS. Air-quality effects of accidents are evaluated on
the basis of their environmental effects, as done in Section IV.B.1, and not
on whether air-quality standards would be affected.

Chukchi Sea winds are generally offshore. If a spill were very close to shore
and atypical onshore winds posed even a perceived threat to local communities,
in situ-burning plans could be delayed until offshore winds returned.

The USEPA and the State of Alaska both reviewed the air-quality analysis in
Section IV.A.l, and their comments have been incorporated. Neither agency
expressed a need for further consultation.

Response NSB-24

Section IV.B.2.a discusses the incorporation of spilled oil that would occur
in sediments for both nearshore spills and offshore spills; the Baffin Island
0i1-Spill project findings on the persistence of hydrocarbon concentrations in
calm, relatively restricted Arctic waters; and the retention of toxic compo-
nents for several years from a spill within a completely isolated water body
for several years. DBecause OCS spills would occur outside any even relatively
isolated lagoon system, a long-term effect on water quality could not occur
from a spill. Drilling discharges would have to be at least 5 kilometers (3
miles) offshore of any lagoon system, a distance greater than mud-and-cutting
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discharges would be detectable from in the water column. No other "shallow
coastal regions" other than lagoons have the potential to be low-current
regimes in the study area. Separation of nearshore waters into a separate
category for analysis of effects would likely result in a lower--not higher--
estimated effect level. The MODERATE effect level assessed for water quality
in the proposal is caused by the potential for large-scale dispersal of
spilled oil by winter pack ice. Such dispersal could not occur in a near-
shore, landfast-ice zone. Note that effects on food-chain biota from spills
in nearshore, restricted waters are discussed in Section IV.B.3.

Response NSB-25

The commenter takes this statement from the EIS out of context. Temporary
displacement is only one of the effects mentioned in a list of six potential
effects that may result from oil spills. The MMS has not implied that whales
would necessarily avoid spilled oil; four of the other five potential effects
discussed imply contact with spilled oil.

Response NSB-26

The text of Section IV.A.l.a quoted by the commenter has been clarified to
indicate that exploration-spill risk is included in the overall spill esti-
mate. Concerns as to the exploration-spill-rate calculations, exploration-
spill frequencies, and effects of environmental conditions on spill rates are
addressed in Section IV.A.l1.b and incorporations by reference therein. See
also Response NSB-8.

Response NSB-27 .
This concern is addressed in Responses NSB-8 and NSB-26.
Response NSB-28

The rationale for the MMS approach in estimating risk of oil spillage and a
discussion of the causes of spillage are included in Section IV.A.l1.b and in
incorporations by reference therein. A study conducted for the MMS by the
Futures Group and Environmental Research and Technology, Inc. (1982), was
unsuccessful in deriving any valid statistical relationships for predicting
the occurrence of major oil spills from specific causes. Fault-Tree Analyses
are highly controversial and statistically unreliable. Generally, Fault-Tree
Analyses are used only when there is a complete absence of historical data,
i.e., in calculating the probability of a nuclear-power-plant accident worse
than has ever occurred. Where historical data exist, probability estimates
based on that data are always considered more reliable, i.e., the insurance
industry uses historical data to construct survival tables--not Fault-Tree
Analyses. The commenter should remember that each additional branch added to
a Fault-Tree Analysis (the number of wells to be drilled, the number of
blowout-preventer failures, the experience and alertness of the drilling
crews, etc.) increases--not decreases--the variance about the final estimate
because of the propagation of statistical error. See also Response NSB-26.

Response NSB-29

The text in Section IV.A.l.a has been amended to address this concern.

Response NSB-30

The small-spill statistics are based on spill data obtained from the oil
industry, as discussed in the incorporations by reference in Section IV.A.1.
Although the MMS has not completed compilation of its own Alaska Region
statistics for spills of less than 1,000 barrels from the raw-data reports
submitted to the MMS, the numbers in the EIS would appear to be consistent
with at least recent Alaska OCS history. Within the last few years of explo~
ration, the largest spill was 2.5 barrels in Norton Sound in 1985 (Cotton,
1986). The Challenge Island spill was a State on-land spill that resulted
from the burning of oily wastes in leaky oil drums--an unlikely event on a
floating exploration vessel. Most of the spillage on the North Slope in 1985
and 1986 was not attributable to the oil exploration and production industry.
Most of this volume was contributed by spills from community storage tanks and
during local transport of petroleum products, i.e., the 15,000-gallon Kiayuh
Energy, Inc., pipeline spill in Nulato in 1985. Note also that the North
Slope produces about 1.3 billion barrels of oil every 2 years--equivalent to
almost half the resource estimated for Sale 109. Using the spillage rate of
2,381 barrels (=100,000 gallons) per 1.3 billion barrels found, produced, and
transported off the North Slope, the 100,000 barrels spilled on the North
Slope would imply a total spillage for Sale 109 of 4,900 barrels from all
sizes of spills--less than half the assumed volume of one of the seven major
spills assumed in the Sale 109 EIS. The MMS does not agree with the commenter
that the EIS should base estimates in the EIS on a lower estimate based on
total oil industry plus nonoil industry spillage on the North Slope.

Response NSB-31

All such spills are considered, based on their historical rates of occurrence.
Possibilities of major spills that could occur during both exploration and
production are discussed in Section IV.A.1.b.

Response NSB-32

The 18-barrel spillage projected to occur during exploration is for small
spills only. There is also a small, but real, chance that a major spill of
1,000 barrels or greater could occur during exploration. See also Response
NSB-8.

Response NSB-33

Blowouts and other types of spills are included in both the OSRA and in
discussions of the fate and behavior of spilled oil, shoreline oiling, and
0il-spill response. The commenter is referred to Sectioms IV.A.1 and IV.A.2
and the respective incorporations by reference therein.

Response NSB-34

The questioned statement is based on the OSRA, which incorporates both the
oceanographic and the wind conditions found in the sale area. Effects of
spills on nearshore and shoreline resources are discussed in Section IV.B of
the EIS, regardless of the low likelihood of o0il movement toward the
shoreline; however, the bottomline is based on what is ljkely or expected to
occur. The 20- to 30-knot north winds blowing for 8 hours are entered into
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the oil-spill-trajectory model at their frequency of occurrence and, thus, are
taken into account in the OSRA. Winds in the sale area are almost always
offshore (Brower, Diaz, and Prechtel, 1977) and currents along or offshore
(Lewbel and Gallaway, 1984). The modeled trajectories also agree with
observed ice motions and other oil-spill-trajectory models and predictions for
the Chukchi Sea (sec Colony, 1986). The commenter should not confuse a simple
deterministic spill-response model of few equations with the complex stochas-
tic models used by the MMS in oil-spill-trajectory analysis (see Sec.
IV.A.1.¢). The two types of models are designed to answer different types of
questions. Imagine a whaling captain trying to predict where a specific
bowhead in the Bering Strait on April 1, 1988, would be on May 1, 1988. Now
imagine the different problem of a whaling captain figuring the best location
to set up a hunting camp that could be used to hunt whales over the next
several years, rather than trying to locate a specific whale on a specific
day. The difference in these two whaling problems illustrates the difference
between the deterministic (where a specific whale would be at what time) and
the stochastic model (where whales are more likely to be).

Response NSB-35

This concern is addressed in Section IV.A.2.b.
Response NSB-36

See Response STATE-5. The MMS tests the operator's personnel on their under-
standing of contingency plans through required drills. The concern of the
commenter regarding cleanup in broken-ice conditions is addressed in Response
NSB-9.

Response NSB-37

The commenter and.the EIS (Sec. IV.A.2.e) are in agreement on this concern.
Response NSB-38

An undersea blowout from any sort of floating platform may be more difficult
to set afire than a surface blowout on a bottom-founded structure because of
emulsification. Section IV.A.2.e and incorporations by reference therein
address the effect.of emulsification on in situ burning as a response tech-
nique. Note that in the Ixtoc blowout, although emulsification at the well-
head initially occurred, emulsification at the wellhead ceased in the latter
stages of the blowout (Payne and Phillips, 1985). Also, the Ixtoc blowout was
successfully set on fire; and 30 to 58 percent of the o0il released was burned
(NRC, 1981).

Response NSB-39

Guidelines for the use of chemical dispersants in oil-spill response in the
Arctic call for their use only when they produce a net environmental benefit;
i.e., keeping oil out of a lead system. The EIS, couservatively, does not
assume in its effects analysis that oil-spill damage would be mitigated by
dispersant use. The concern regarding the line of authority for dispersant
use is addressed in ‘Section IV.A.2.e and in incorporations by reference
therein.

* Response NSB-40

Part of the requirement for approval of an exploration plan is that an
oil-spill-contingency plan (OSCP) be written for the time and location when
drillting activities will occur. The MMS will thoroughly review the document
to see if the equipment and cleanup techniques are adequate for the conditions
that may be encountered. The USCG, State, and other Federal and public
agencies also review the OSCP. The lessee is required by OCS Order No. 7 to
conduct an oil-spill-response drill under realistic conditions. At this time,
the initial response-personnel and equipment deployment is witnessed by the
MMS for compliance with OCS Orders. Throughout the drilling of the well, the
MMS inspects the on-site equipment and the training records of response
personnel.

The OSCP will identify equipment that is kept on location as well as equipment
that is stored by Cost Participating Areas (CPA’s). The MMS is familiar with
the equipment currently maintained by various CPA's and has access to the
documentation that describes the equipment and its effectiveness under various
environmental conditions. In 1984, the oil industry sponsored a task group
that formulated a document entitled "0il-Spill Response in the Arctic, Part 3:
Technical Documentation.”" This document fully describes the spill-response
techniques and equipment that industry has adopted for the Arctic and that the
MMS expects also will be pertinent to the Chukchi Sea. The document describes
various response techniques, assesses the applicability of each technique to
varying environmental conditions, and provides the physical parameters and
limitations of the equipment. This is a good reference for the best available
techniques for the containment and cleanup of oil in the Arctic and for the
operating limitations of the equipment. The oceanographic data collected in
the Chukchi Sea indicate that waves with heights of less than 1 meter and
periods of less than 6 seconds are the most frequently observed sea-state
characteristics (Brower, Diaz, and Prechtel, 1977).

The MMS, therefore, feels that the equipment currently available from the
CPA's can provide additional response capabilities for operations in the Sale
109 area. See also Response STATE-5.

Response NSB-41

This concern is addressed in Response NSB-9.

Response NSB-42

Figure IV-14 is based, in part, on information provided by Alaska Clean Seas
(1984) that was modified by EIS analysts to account for the differing environ-
mental conditions and response considerations that exist in and for the Sale
109 area. The environmental conditions and the portions of the Sale 109 area
for which response capabilities are rated are provided in Figure IV-14.

Response NSB-43

This concern is addressed in Section IV.A.2 and in incorporations by reference
therein.
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Response NSB-44

The text of Section IV.A.2.e has been amended to address these concerns.
Further details regarding these concerns are addressed in Section IV.A.2
through incorporations by reference therein.

Response NSB-45

The o0il would be present on the surface of the water but would be widely
dispersed over the ocean and would seldom be identifiable as a slick. The
weathering model used to calculate slick size and thickness in Table IV-5 does
not take into account thé horizontal dispersion of the slick on the water
surface. The commenter is also confusing the persistence of a slick once it
is formed with the time period over which oil spills. The Ixtoc spill was the
world's largest offshore oil spill; it was not a typical spill of 1,000
barrels or greater or 100,000 barrels or greater. Section IV.A.2 and incorpo-
rations by reference therein provide several examples of the persistence of
spills in the size range projected to occur in the Sale 109 area.

Response NSB-46

The text in question in Section IV.A.2.e cites the West Cameron 180 blowout as
a successful example of ignition. There is no inference in the text that
ignition would always be, or would on the average be, that successful.
Limitations of the in situ-burning techniques are discussed in Section
IV.A.2.e and in incorporations by reference therein, and the conclusions
reached as to the effectiveness of this technique are consistent with the data
cited by the commenter. The OSRA does not assume that. cleanup occurs. The
discussion of the OSRA in Section IV.A.1.c does note use of the 10-day (after
spillage) timeframe in the EIS as the period after which standard cleanup
measures would most likely have lost whatever effectiveness they initially
would have had.

Response NSB-47

The quotation from Section IV.A.2.e by the commenter refers only to cleanup in
open water. The effectiveness of oil-spill response in other environmental
conditions is summarized elsewhere in Section IV.A.2.e and discussed in detail
in the incorporations by reference therein.

Response NSB-48

The requested data are summarized in Section IV.B.1 and discussed in detail in
the incorporations by reference therein.

Response NSB-49

The requested data are summarized in Section IV.B.1 with greater detail
provided in the incorporations by reference therein. Note that (1) Section
IV.B.1 includes estimates of emissions for both burned and unburned emissions
from gas blowouts, and (2) the data provided by the commenter on reduction of
gaseous emissions in industrial flares contradicts the commenter's premise
that the burning of blowouts does not reduce emissions to the environment.
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Response NSB-50
The cited "assumptions™ in Section IV.B.1 are not assumptions but rather are
summaries of the findings of scientific literature reviewed in the incorpora-
tions by reference therein. The concerns about cancer are addressed in
Section IV.B.1. Note that the seventy-threefold increase in mutagenicity of
residue in the smoke plume is less than threefold when corrected for loss of
mass. Soot emissions would be insufficient to affect the local--much less the
global--climate; estimated emissions would mnot even exceed MMS exemption
levels at the shoreline. Emissions from burning spills offshore (1) would be
unlikely to reach shore because of the predominance of offshore winds and (2)
would, if they reached shore, have a MINOR effect because of the infrequent
and short-term occurrence of any spill-burning events and relatively low
levels of pollutant emission when compared to other sources, such as local
power generation in villages, existing North Slope industry, and emissions
from Eurasia. See also Response NSB-23.

Response NSB-51

The text quoted by the commenter in Section IV.B.10.b(4) has been deleted to
address this concern.

Response NSB~52

a. Based on past experience, the use of dispersants is unlikely. Dispersants
would be used only where effects would be expected to be lessened rather than
increased. Use of dispersants in the Arctic would be the mutual decision of
the spiller, the USCG, the EPA, and the State of Alaska. In the Baffin Island
0il-Spill experiments, dispersants increased the short-term toxicity of
spilled oil but lessened the long-term effects caused by continued re-release
of oil from sediments (Manen, 1987, oral comm.). A statement to this effect
has been added to the text in Section IV.B.4. See also Response NSB-39,

b. The effects of cleanup activities are not expected to significantly affect
most marine organisms. Burning oil would affect only the uppermost layer of
water; hence, planktonic and pelagic organisms would not be directly affected
if they are below and stay below the surface. Mechanical cleanup activities
could affect any organisms on beaches; however, this effect would be minimal
in an environment that is seasonally scoured by ice.

The effect of mechanical cleanup activities on subsistence-harvest patterns
would be the same as effects from noise and traffic disturbance. Burning oil
could cause short-term, localized disruptions to subsistence activities. The
intensity of a cleanup effort would not increase the MAJOR effects already
expected on subsistence-harvest patterns. The text in Section IV.B.10 has
been amended to address this concern.

Response NSB-53
Stipulation No. 3 (Protection of Biological Resources) allows the RSFO to
require the lessee to conduct biological surveys prior to operations to

identify biological populations that may need additional protection. Based on
information gained from the surveys, the RSFO may require the lessee to modify
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operations in some manner to ensure that special biological resources, such as
kelp beds, are protected. See Section I1.H.2 for further details.

Response NSB-54

The MMS believes that this example tends to put into perspective the relative
size of an oil spill in relation to the bowhcad migration. A new subsection
(Sec. IV.B.7.a(3)) has been added to the FEIS to discuss the effects of an o0il
spill in the spring lead system.

Response NSB-55

This information was mentioned in Section I[V.B.7.a(l) of the DEIS but is more
fully covered in a new subsection (Sec. 1IV.B.7.a(3)), which discusses oil
spills in the spring lead system. (See also the revised worst-case analysis
on the bowhead whale [Secc. IV.I].)

Response NSB-56

The reference cited for this information is Geraci and St. Aubin (1980),
authors who are noted experts on oil-spill effects on cetaceans.

Response NSB-57

This concern regarding hydrogen sulfide is addressed in Response NSB-23. In
addition, the noise associated with a blowout probably would result in whales
avoiding the area and, thus, the potential for inhaling toxic concentrations
of hydrogen sulfide. The MMS has no evidence to indicate that toxic vapors
from an o0il spill would present a prolonged hazard under conditions of atmos-
pheric inversion or no winds. Consequently, the MMS continues to maintain
that vapor concentrations in the localized spill area sufficient to harm
whales would be of short duration and would dissipate within several hours
after termination of a spill (Geraci and St. Aubin, 1982).

Response NSB-58

Payne et al. (1984) indicate that oil spilled in the Chukchi Sea is not
expected to sink. Furthermore, Section 1I1.A.6 states that sediment concen-
trations offshore in the sale area are low; consequently, spilled oil in the
sale area would not become contaminated with silt. Geraci and St. Aubin
(1986) state that, except for aerial behaviors or feeding maneuvers, bowheads
genefally do not expose their eyes while breathing at the surface. A ceta-
cean s eye may be further protected by a highly viscous, transparent film
secreted from glands around the conjunctival sac (Yablokov et al., 1972} that
covers the cornea with a protective layer 1 millimeter or more thick (Dawson,
1980). Considering these potentially protective features, we recognize
nonetheless that contact with low-molecular-weight, volatile hydrocarbon
fractions associated with a fresh spill would be damaging to the eyes.

Response NSB-59

This concern is addressed in STATE-8.
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Response NSB-60

The worst-case analysis does not predict effects, such as a lower fecundity
rate and a slower population-growth rate. These effects are discussed as
possibilities but are not necessarily suggested as the likely case. The MMS
believes that the likely case would result in MINOR effects.

Response NSB-61
The text in Section IV.I has been amended to address this concern.
Response NSB-62

This concern is addressed in Response NSB-~58. However, it should also be
noted that the area of dispersed hydrocarbons beneath a slick would be rather
small and that these hydrocarbons would be quickly diluted; so the probability
of injury to bowhead eyes resulting from hydrocarbons in the water column
would be very low.

Response NSB-63

The text in Section IV.B.10.b(1) (Effects on Subsistence-Bowhead Whales) has
been amended to address this concern. In the event of an oil spill occurring
and contacting the bowhead whale migration, it is possible that the Native
bowhead whale hunt could be suspended not only by the IWC, but also by the
NOAA or, less likely, the AEWC. Since this is a hypothetical situation, what
may happen is merely a matter of opinion--not a "scientific fact." However, a
number of individuals closely involved with the bowhead whaling issue were
contacted to ascertain what would most likely occur. There are primarily two
situations in which the NOAA or the IWC could suspend whaling: (1) in
response to public pressure because of perceived effects on the bowhead
whale--prior to any scientific evidence of effects being produced; or (2)
scientific evidence demonstrates that there is an effect on the whales includ-
ing some mortality (no one mentioned how much mortality would have to occur
before whaling would be suspended, and opinions on this subject varied).

It is possible that in response to public pressure of perceived o0il-spill
effects on the bowhead, the NOAA or the IWC might suspend bowhead whaling
without waiting for scientific evidence of effects on the region (Brownell,
1987, oral comm.; Crichton, 1987, oral comm.; Braund, 1987, oral comm.;
Lefevre, 1987, oral comm.). Such an event occurred in 1969 after the Santa
Barbara oil spill off the coast of California. Prior to the 1969 spill, there
had been a limited scientific catch of gray whales permitted. During the oil
spill, a few dead whales were found on the beach. Without waiting for
scientific evidence to prove that the whales were dead as a result of the oil
spill, the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries (which had jurisdiction over
endangered whales at the time but was later absorbed into the NOAA) ceased
permitting a scientific catch of gray whales strictly because of public
pressure and perceived fears of what the oil spill could do to the gray whale
(Brownell, 1971). However, despite these concerns, the subsistence harvest of
gray whales in Alaska was not suspended or terminated. No scientific evidence
was ever documented to demonstrate that these whales died because of the oil
spill. In fact, it was later revealed that there were no more whales found
dead on the beach in 1969 than had been found annually over the previocus 20
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years (Brownell, 1971). Although a precedent was set for curtailing a
scientific catch of gray whales without evidence of oil-spill effects, there
is no evidence that in 10 years or wmore (28 years since the Santa Barbara
spill) the NOAA would suspend the Native harvest of bowheads in the event of
an oil spill. The reasons why the NOAA might not suspend bowhead whaling
without scientific evidence of effects on bowheads are as follows: (1) there
is currently much more information known about the effects of oil spills on
whales than in 1969 (see Sec. IV.B.7); (2) the bowhead whale population has
increased considerably cach year since 1969; (3) the NOAA has learned to lock
for scientific evidence of effects before responding to public perceptions and
fears as a result of experiences with the 1969 spill; and 4) the Native
subsistence harvest of gray whales was not previously suspended.

1f evidence were produced which indicated that the bowhead whale population
was affected by an oil spill, it is probable that the NOAA or the IWC would at
least consider the possibility of either suspending the bowhead hunt or
decreasing the quota (Montanio, 1987, oral comm.; Roots, .1987, oral comm.)

However, such effects are not expected (see Sec. IV.B.7). Rather, MINOR
effects from oil spills are expected as a result of activities associated with
Sale 109. In addition, a suspension would be less likely in the future since
the whale-population count has been increasing (and should continue to
increase during the 30-year life of the Sale 109 field). Thus, while a
suspension of the bowhead whale hunt certainly might be considered by the NOAA
or the IWC, or possibly the AEWC, in the event of an o0il spill occurring
during the whale migration, it is cxpected that no agency would react out of
perceived fears but rather would wait until scientific evidence indicated a
level of effect that would warrant a suspension (Montanio, 1987, oral comm.;
Roots, 1987, oral comm.).

Response NSB-64

See Response NSB-63. . 1t is not likely that the IWC would reduce the bowhead
whaling quota as a result of oil and gas exploration, development, and
production activities (except if an oil spill occurred), unless the census
figures showed a trend toward a decrcasing population. An interference in the
census for one year- would not be sufficient for a reduction in the quota
There have been years when poor weather conditions have reduced the ability to
make an accurate whale census and lowered the census, and this has mnot
affected the quota. It also should be noted that there is a rather large
margin of error in the whale census; in 1987, the IWC approved a population
count of 7,200 +2 400 (Braund, 1987, oral comm.).

Response NSB-65

*The text in Sections IV.B.10.b{(1), (&), (5), and (6) (Effeccts on Subsistence-

Bowhead Whales, Fishes, Seals, and Walruses) has been amended to indicate that
0il spills could render bowhead whales, fishes, seals, and walruses inedible
or perceived as such. The effects of oil spills on the bowhcad whale harvests
of bowhead whaling communities are expected to be MAJOR.

Response NSB-66
The text in Section”IV.B.10.b(1) (Effects on Subsistence--Bowhead Whales) has

been amended to address this concern. An assessment of a MODERATE--rather
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than a MAJOR--effect on bowhead whaling due to noise and disturbance was
determined because it is unlikely that industrial noise would occur in 2
consecutive years to such an extent that no bowhead whales would be harvested.
Response NSB-67

See Response BIA-1.

Response NSB-68

See Response BIA-1.

Response NSB-63

See Response NSB-65.

Response NSB-70

Given the hypothetical scenario on which this EIS is based, the MMS believes

that the conclusions reached are entirely reasonable and supported by the best
currently available scientific data.

Response N3B-71

The text in Section IV.B.7.a(1) and citations therein have been amended to
address this concern. We regret our misinterpretation of information in the
first paragraph on Page 196 of the report by Migaki (1981).

Response NSB-72

The text in Section I.D.3 has been amended to address this concern.

Response NSB-73

According to the Dictionary of Alaska Place Names (Orth, 1967), Kasegaluk
Lagoon extends southwest 120 miles (193 km) on the Chukchi Sea coast from its

northernmost point at 16 miles (26 km) southwest of Wainwright. The blocks to
be deferred by the Eastern Deferral Alternative extend approximately 5
kilometers (3 miles) beyond the southernmost tip of Kasegaluk Lagoon.
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P.0. BOX 9
WAINWRIGHT, ALASKA
763-2815 April 27, 1987

THE MMS

Alaska OCS Region

949 East 36th Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99508-4302

ATTN: RayrEmerson
Laura Yoesting

Enclosed are the comments of the Mayor of Wainwright, Jjacob Kagak.
Though, it could be considered crude written (English) testimony by
scholarly people, | am submitting as it is written.

Thank you, and | hope that it is accepted as is. Any questions, |
am available at above number.

Sincerely,

Wl
ac gak, Mayor

City of Wainwright

cc: _Mayor Ahmoagak Sr., NSB
Warren Matumeak, NSB Planning
Wainwright City Council
Files

P.0. BOX 9
WAINWRIGHT, ALASKA
763-2815
April 27, 1987

COMMENTS ON OCS LEASE SALE (Chukchi Sea Lease Sale 109)

First, My name is Jacob Kagak, | am the Mayor of the City of Wainwright.
I would like to extend my appreciation for allowing our people to raise
comments on the above Draft Environmental Impact Statement. This
appreciation is extended to Minerals Management Service people. My
apologizes should also be noted- for not being at the meeting, illness
forced me not to attend this very important meeeting.

From our previous meeting in December or January, (Beaufort Lease
Sales) | have strongly indicated that the notices of any such meetings

be routed through our City Office and handled through our office. |

like to point out that MMS did abide by this request. However, though
it is likely that it was pointed out at this meeting, that Wednesday night
meetings are not the best of the meeting nights, 1 still have to point

out, that setting up the meetings be carried out accordingly to village
population, and the involvement of Whaling (subsistence) activities. What
I'm saying is, that the Village of Pt. Lay had this meeting the night
before, though, they may have the best interest of the village people WAIN-1
for having this meeting, but Wainwright being the second largest village
in Arctic Siope, and more actively involved with whaling subsistence
than Pt. Lay, it should be very desirous for the Minerals Management
Service people to start these meetings from Barrow and go either way,
{South or East) to conduct these very important meetings. On my part,
| would still, stress that this is very important part of this Chukchi

.

Lease Sales.

| know this area is only being considered for leasing certain areas.

But if the City of Wainwright can participate in planning of easing the WAIN-2
impact that this commitment of Federal Government have in our area.

it would be best interest of our livelihood.
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Comments on lease Sales {Chukchi Sea.109)
City of Wainwright, Page 2

Involvement in_Planning. When | indicate that | like to see our City

get involve with planning. In this area, what | mean is:

1. Community leaders involved in deciding what role the village should
have a stand on. Leasing or Carporation land is number one priority,
if it so happens that oil and gas is discovered in our immediate area
or in close proximity of our Village.

2. Planning a Hub base. Our village can with co-operation of exploration

companies grow with development if done properly, that is if the commitment | WAJN=-3

can be acheived from both sides.

3. In reference to #1 above, at the beginning of the explorations, our
corporation is willing to sit down and negotiate with parties involved,
with Minerals Management Services overseeing the process. Commitment
would be achieved to the betterment of both parties involved in this
development.

4. Employment opportunities for my people, either on the drill rigs,
or on land base. Especially, consuitant types on our weather, land
and sea ice conditions. Wildlife protection.

5. Creation of commitee(s), selecting members from both sides, native
and non-natives. This commitee(s) would oversee the relations and
interactions of both sides, to assist in making our lives better and making
our guest feel weicome in our community. This would promote self-reliance
on our part. It would help our guest to appreciate our way of fife.

| know that working against time restraints would hinder any leisure

time on the exploratory people, but | would like our people to sure our
culture and heritage with our fellow Americans. Life up here is harsh,
helping each other would have an tremendous impact on both sides.

6. - The Village of Wainwright is friendly, warm, and hospitable people.
Willing to assist and comfort outside people, but only one catch is, do
not take advantage of my people, we may be naive in alot of areas in
Western World, but | also like to point out, the western people are naive
to our Arctic enviroment.

7. | believe, if planning is done properly with commitment from both
sides, the exploration of minerals will be done in expedious manner,
along with protection of our land and sea.

8. We have an Hotel/restuarant in Village that could be utilized to certain
extend by the exploratory people. As both sides settled, | can foresee
an gradual growth of our community. The only thing that really concerns
me alot is our whaling season. If there is no exploration activities or
minimize the activities during that time, it would be greatly appreciated

WAIN-6

WAIN-4

WAIN-5

Comments on Lease Sales (Chukchi Sea 109)

City of Wainwright, Page 3 i

by my people.l know there are strict regulations set out by Federal
Management Service people, but due to restriants of unforeseeable nature,

the enforcement of such regulations will be minimal. In these cases,

it would be more cost effective, if the MMS would trained local people

to be enforcers of such Federal regulations. These local people could

be sworn in and compensated to do their jobs diligentiy. J

9. As our federal government is aware of, that our subsistence life
come first. However, over the time, as Prudhoe Bay matures, we have
become mature in area of accepting the Western way of life. Though,
we haven't foresaken our heritage, like our land have not foresaken

us. It's always there, especially, after all the expiorations is completed.
it may seem like, no man country, but we know we have the riches

up here, and again, | stress co-operation between the two worlds.

10. 1 know there are studies our our environment. | know there are

safe guards against all unforeseen expectations. However, year to year
experiences with our environment, nature can do alot of changes in matter

of minutes. Especially, within the Ocean ice and Wind. As possibie

that it may have already happen in our region, the storm can kill anyone

in matter of minutes, this is looking at the Winter Blizards. People may

be few hundred feet away from shelter, but it can cost havoc and bury
anyone deep in the snow and won't find them till next spring. These

are the expectations, that the exploration people shouid be aware of.

11, 1 know, our environment can contribute alot to our American life, B
but it should be also noted that living up here, as we become more accustomed
to western living, we pay the highest fuel bill and electricity bill and

the food cost is ourtrageous. Yet, our own Federal Government allows

us to be taken advantage of. People from out side are imported to do

all kinds of work in the camps, and drill rigs, expressing technicalities

of job opportunities within the exploration adventures and expeditiousness

of time restraints. | know, my people, especially, the young adults,

that are willing to learn and do as well as these imported workers. They

(our peopie) can do it. Because of skin relevancy, we are treated that

way. However, not to dwell on this area, the residents of Wainwright

are harmonious and are expertise in living with our environment with

our environment accordingly. More than majority of our leaders are experience
in public relations, because of our dealing with anthropologist in the

past. Federal Research Contractors, have help us alot in dealing with

our outside counterpdrts. Educating us in dealing with naive researchers.

12. The most important aspect, or the reality that the exploration people
would have to realize is that unwanted nature of criminal element that
may come with the exploration people. For example, the importation of
Narcotics and alcohol would have to be overseen closely. Otherwise,

this element will be used to indicate to the western world, that all the
natives want to do is smoke "tokie" or drink booze, which is not true,
when these are not made available to my people, my people leave them
alone. This is one of the advantage of exploration people will have and

WAIN-7
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Comments on Lease Sales (Chukchi Sea 109)

City of Wainwright, Page 4

use these eiements to downgrade my people. - Which is sad. | would
stress, that some sort of elimination process be taken to weed out the
potential bad breed of imigrants to our Arctic environment as things be-
come more settled. This is reality, we have to work together if we want
safe environment in this kind of demanding work.

13. Professionally, speaking, | look at the local invoviement in development
of .our natural resources an opportunity for our younger generation to

get invoive with. Presently, we rely on our Borough for job opportunities,
mostly, what temporary jobs can offer. Relying on any kind of assistance
from governments do have an greatest impact, because of short lived
opportunities that may be available at the time of need to liven up the

local economy.

14. In overall review of the economic situation in our area and the State
wide, the City of Wainwright is anticipating the natural resources development
in our region. Wainwright is progressive toward better controlled development
with participation of our local peopie, we should be allowed to take part

in our betterment of our society, even if it meant that people down in

lower 48 will fare better. We accept harsh Arctic thousand of years ago.

so we are only asking that our modern society accept us and have faith

is us to be part of our American dream in the Arctic. In finality, "HAPPY
HUNTING". (Especially, in our stomping and hunting grounds).

15. Thank you.

Response WAIN-1

Public hearings on the Sale 109 DEIS were arranged through the North Slope
Borough and were carefully scheduled because of the bowhead whaling season to
be held prior to the whales being in the hunting range of the whaling commu-~
nities. This called for holding the first hearing in Point Hope, moving
northward to Point Lay, and then to Wainwright, since this is the route the
whales would be taking. However, because the ice leads often form close to
Barrow earlier than at the other communities, thus providing the opportunity
for whaling, the North Slope Borough preferred to hold the Barrow hearing
prior to the hearings in the other three communities. The MMS agreed to this
request.

Response WAIN-2

The Sale 109 scenario identifies the City of Wainwright as a potential support
site for offshore exploration that also would be proximate to facilities used
to support development and production. As noted in Section II.A, this scenario
is hypothetical. As evidenced by Gulf of Alaska exploration off Yakutat,
different companies pursue different options for support, The Federal Govern-
ment has no authority to require that a particular option be pursued or that a
planning process involving local government and Native corporations be followed.
Potential ITL No. 10 (Information on Coastal Zone Management; Sec. II.H.Z) would
inform lessees of the State's Coastal Management Program. The ACMP cannot force
cooperative planning in advance; but through its consistency-review process, the
State provides a means through which local concerns can be expressed. The
purpose of the ITL is to alert lessees to this potential and to encourage them
to consult and coordinate early in the process with those involved in coastal
management review.

Response WAIN-3

Although cooperative planning usually results in a more satisfactory
resol